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- P R O C E E D I N G S  

( 9 : 3 3  a . m . )  

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Good morning. Today we 

continue hearings to receive the testimony of Postal 

Service witnesses in support of Docket No. R2005-1, a 

request for rates and fee changes. 

I have two procedural matters to raise. 

Because of the length of these hearings, I will allow 

more than the normal time for the participants to 

review the transcripts and propose corrections. 

Transcript corrections for this first set of hearings 

may be filed on or before July 18. 

Also, there has been a certain number of 

discovery requests filed after the date of the 

designation of written cross-examination, and the 

Postal Service witnesses have agreed to provide 

materials for the record. I will allow designations 

of such answers for the incorporation into the 

evidentiary record on or before July 19. 

Does anyone else have a procedural matter to 

discuss before we begin? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Five witnesses are scheduled 

to appear today. They are Witnesses Miller, Harahush, 

Stevens, Bradley and Lewis. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Participants have agreed to forego oral 

cross-examination of Witness Miller on his testimony 

identified as T-19. 

Mr. Weidner, do you have copies of the 

testimony and the designated written cross-examination 

with appropriate certificates of authenticity so that 

we can enter the material into evidence? 

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Chairman, this is Kenneth 

Hollies on behalf of the Postal Service. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Yes. You're playing musical 

chairs with me on this case. 

MR. HOLLIES: Well, we'll probably keep that 

game up for a while. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Okay. Good. 

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Weidner is not present 

today. Inasmuch as there were no questions and there 

are outstanding interrogatories to be worked upon, the 

more efficient approach was for him to continue that 

work. 

I do have the materials you've just 

described, that is a declaration by Witness Miller 

regarding the authenticity both of his testimony and 

his interrogatory responses, that they are all current 

and that they are complete. 

The Postal Service accordingly would move 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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that both the testimony and the interrogatory 

responses be included in the evidentiary record with 

only the latter, the interrogatory responses, also 

transcribed into the transcript. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Hollies. 

Is there any objection? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, the testimony 

of written cross-examination of Witness Miller is 

received into evidence. Following our normal 

practice, I will direct the reporter to transcribe the 

written cross-examination and to include the 

certificates of authenticity in today’s transcript. 

The testimony will not be transcribed 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-19 and was 

received in evidence.) 

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ I  
/ /  

/ /  

/ /  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC. 

TWIUSPS-TI9-1. Please refer to the Periodicals flats model described in your 
testimony and included in library reference LR-K-43. The version with PRC costing is in 
LR-K-102. Please respond to parts a-e below and explain any disagreement. 

a. Please confirm that the model estimates unit mail processing costs for 
Outside County Periodicals flats by rate category as shown in Table 1 of your 
testimony. 

Please confirm that your model does not address any delivery related costs. 

Please confirm that your estimates of unit mail processing costs by rate 
category are adjusted so that their volume weighted average over all rate 
categories will equal the projected average mail processing unit cost for 
Outside County Periodicals flats in the test year. 

Please confirm that the transformation from your modeled costs to CRA 
adjusted unit costs for each rate category is carried out in Excel spreadsheet 
PERIODICALS FL4TS.xls in cells A29:G48 on worksheet 'CRA ADJ UNIT 
COSTS', and in the case of the presort adjusted costs that you develop for 
the automation categories. in cells A5.G24 on worksheet "PRESORT 
LEVELS HELD CONSTANT' 
Please confirm that you proceed from modeled to fully CRA adjusted unit 
costs with the following steps: 

(1) The modeled unit costs are multiplied by a CRA proportional adjustment 
factor which is calculated as the ratio between (a) the sum of test year 
Outside County flats CRA unit costs at the modeled mail processing cost 
pools and (2) the volume weighted average of the modeled unit costs over 
all rate categories; 

(2) CRA test year unit costs at certain cost pools that you deem worksharing 
related but have not modeled are added to your unit cost estimate for 
each rate category; 

(3) CRA test year unit costs at certain cost pools that you deem to be not 
worksharing related and have not modeled are added to your unit cost 
estimate for each rate category. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outside County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

(a) It is confirmed that the Postal Service version of the total mail processing unit cost 

estimates for the Outside Country Periodicals rate categories is contained in USPS-T- 

19, Table 1 

(b) Confirmed 

(c) Confirmed 

(d) Confirmed 

(e)(l) Confirmed 

(e)(2) Confirmed 

(e)(3) Confirmed 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

TWlUSPS-TI9-2. Please explain any disagreement when responding to the following 

a. Please confirm that in the table on worksheet "CRA Flats" in Excel 
spreadsheet PERIODICALS FLATS.xls. the cost pools you consider 
worksharing related but have not included in your model are those with a 
nonzero entry in Column J. 

Please confirm that the cost pool named 'IFLATPRP'. or Flats Preparation, is 
one of the pools that you have not modeled but defined as worksharing 
related. 

Please confirm that the Flats Preparation cost pool is also identified with 
MODS number 035. and that it consists of manually breaking bundles of flats 
that will be processed on flats sorting machines or manual flats cases. 
removing strapping and banding material, separating, facing and loading flats 
into mail transport equipment that will be sent to flat sorting machines or 
manual flat cases and securing the flats mail carts before they are sent to the 
flats distribution operations. 

Please confirm that the flats preparation work comes after the sorting of 
bundles, which you do model, and before the sorting of pieces. which you 
also do model. 

Please confirm that the projected test year CRA unit cost for Outside County 
Periodicals in the flats preparation cost pool is 0.81 cents and that you add 
this cost, along with the unit costs at other worksharing related but not 
modeled pools, to your modeled unit costs for each rate category. Please 
confirm also that the corresponding amount under PRC costing is 0.85 cents. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outside County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments 

(a) Confirmed 

(b) Confirmed 

(c) It is confirmed that the costs for operation 035 are mapped to the "1 FIATPRP" cost 

pool and that the tasks described in your question are generally performed in that 

operation 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

(d) In general, this can be confirmed However there are also other points at which mail 

is prepped into Flat Mail Carts (FMCs) For example broken bundles that are culled 

from the Small Parcel and Bundle Sorter (SPES) feeding mechanisms are on occasion 

prepped directly into FMCs in an area next to that machine even though those 

employees may not be clocked into operation 035 

(e) Confirmed 



1802 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC. 

TWIUSPS-TI 9-3. 

a. In today's mail processing facilities, will flats in mailer prepared non-carrier 
route bundles normally be routed to an 035 type flats preparation operation 
before being piece sorted? Please explain any negative answer and describe 
the circumstances under which flats in non-carrier route bundles will not 
undergo this type of operation. 

In today's mail processing facilities. will flats in carrier route bundles be routed 
to an 035 type flats preparation operation before the bundles are sent to the 
carriers? Please explain any affirmative answer. 

Please confirm that your methodology for transforming modeled unit costs to 
estimates of total unit mail processing costs effectively attributes exactly the 
same amount of flats preparation (035) costs to carrier route presorted flats 
as to other flats. Explain any disagreement. 

b. 

c. 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outslde County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments 

(a) As stated in the response to TW/USPS-T19-2(d). this is generally true. However 

that "035 type flats preparation operation" may take place in a different area and the 

employees may not actually be clocked into operation 035. In addition to the SPBS 

example cited in the response to TWIUSPS-Tl9-2(d), I have seen loose flats being 

prepped into Flats Mail Carts (FMCs) at Bulk Mailer Centers (BMCs). That prepped mail 

was then transported to the nearest Processing and Distribution Center (P&DC). I am 

not aware of any studies that have involved an analysis of FMC preparation costs 

(b) In general, carrier route bundles should not be prepped into FMCs at the plant. 

Instead. those bundles should be dispatched directly to the appropriate Delivery Unit, 

where they would be open and prepped. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

(c) I think a better way to describe the models is to state that FMC preparation costs are 

not included in the mail flow model Therefore, any mail preparation cost distinctions 

that might exist between rate categories are not reflected in the results 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC. 

TWIUSPS-Tl9-4. Please confirm, or if not confirmed explain any disagreement with 
each of the following. 

a. Based on the Outside County billing determinants that you are using, 47 494 
YO of Outside County flats are presorted by mailers to carrier route. while the 
remaining 52.506 % are not presorted to carrier route. 

If the costs attributed to Outside County in the flats preparation (035) cost 
pool, rather than being distributed equally over all Outside County flats, were 
distributed only to the non-carrier route flats. then the flats preparation cost for 
each non-carrier route flat would be 1.535 cents, instead of 0.81 cents. 

b 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outside County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments 

(a) Confirmed 

(b) The following calculation can be confirmed for the Postal Service version of the 

Outside County Periodicals cost model (USPS-LR-K-43) 

I 535 cents per piece - - 10.806 cents / piece) * (8.266.904.286 oiecesl 
(8,266,904,286 pieces - 3,926,284,943 pieces) 

This modification, however, only addresses mail processing costs. This change would 

have to be offset by the inclusion of any in-office delivery cost differences that may exist 

between carrier route presort mail and non-carrier route presort mail. As stated in the 

response to TW/USPS-T19-l(b), delivery cost estimates have not been included in the 

model. At least some of the "035 type" tasks described in USPS-T19-2(c) would have to 

be performed by clerks or carriers in the delivery unit. I am not aware of any studies that 

were conducted to evaluate the cost differences between opening / prepping non carrier 

route bundles in plants and opening I prepping carrier route bundles in delivery units. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

TWIUSPS-T19-5 Please confirm that if instead of distributing the costs of the flats 
preparation pool equally over all rate categories you had distributed them only to the 
non-carrier route rate categories. which are the rate categories that normally use this 
pool then the costs would be as shown in the last two columns of the attached table 
TW/USPS-T19-5 For comDarison the costs from Table 1 in your testimonv are shown 
in the first two columns Please explain any disagreement 

' 

Periodicals Presort Related Mail Processing Costs 

Preoaration Costs to Non-Carrier 

I 
Actual 

Nonautomation Basic 23 837 
Nonautomation 3- 1 17663 

I :::automation 5- I 13.233 

Carrier Route 
Automation Basic 

Route Flats Only 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outside County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments 

It can be confirmed that the calculations are correct. However, as stated in the 

response to TW/USPS-TI 9-4(b): 

"This modification, however, only addresses mail processing costs. This 
change would have to be offset by the inclusion of any in-office delivery 
cost differences that may exist between carrier route presort mail and non- 
carrier route presort mail. As stated in the response to TW/USPS-T21- 
l(b), delivery cost estimates have not been included in the model. At least 
some of the "035 type" tasks described in USPS-T19-2(c) would have to 
be performed by clerks or carriers in the delivery unit. I am not aware of 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC. 

any studies that were conducted to evaluate the cost differences between 
opening I prepping non carrier route bundles in plants and opening I 
prepping carrier route bundles in delivery units." 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC. 

TWIUSPS-TI9-6. Please refer to the attached table TWNSPS-TI96  which is similar 
to table TW/USPS-TI9-5 except that it refers to PRC costing. Please confirm that if 
instead of distributing the (PRC) costs of the flats preparation pool equally over all rate 
categories, you had distributed them only to the non-carrier route rate categories, which 
are the rate categories that normally use this pool, then the costs would be as shown in 
the last two columns of the table. For comparison. the costs from Table 2 in your 
testimony are shown in the first two columns. Please explain any disagreement. 

Table TWIUSPS-TIS-6: Alternative Estimates of Outside County 
Periodicals Presort  Related Mail  Processing Costs 

Rate Category 

Nonautomation 
Basic 
Nonautomation 3- 
digit 
Nonautomation 5- 
digit 
Carrier Route 
Automation Basic 
Automation 3-digit 
Automation 5-digit 

cents per piece 
From Table 2 in 

US PS-T- I 9 

Actual 

28.070 

20. I a3 

14.438 

9.131 

21.647 
13.763 

2a.715 

- 

Presort 
Adjuste 

d 
28.070 

20.183 

14.438 

9.131 

19.345 
26.289 

i 3.878 - 

- 
'RC Costing) 

Modified Bv Attributinq Flats 
Preparation Costs to Nokar r ie r  

Route Flats Onlv 
Actual 

28.840 

20.953 

15.208 

a.279 
29.485 
22.417 
14 534 - 

Presort Adjusted 

28.840 

20.953 

15.208 

8.279 
27.060 
20.115 
14.648 
I 

RESPONSE: 

It should be noted that the Periodicals Outside County mail processing unit cost 

estimates by rate category do not support rate design nor are they relied upon to 

calculate final adjustments. 

It can be confirmed that the calculations are correct. However, as stated in the response 

to TW/USPS-T194(b): 

"This modification, however, only addresses mail processing costs. This 
change would have to be offset by the inclusion of any in-office delivery 
cost differences that may exist between carrier route presort mail and non- 
carrier route presort mail. As stated in the response to TW/USPS-TZI- 
I(b), delivery cost estimates have not been included in the model. At least 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER 
TO INTERROGATORY OF TIME WARNER INC 

some of the "035 type" tasks described in USPS-T19-2(c) would have to 
be performed by clerks or carriers in the delivery unit I am not aware of 
any studies that were conducted to evaluate the cost differences between 
opening I prepping non carrier route bundles in plants and opening / 
prepping carrier route bundles in delivery units " 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS MILLER TO INTERROGATORY OF 
VALPAK DIRECT MARKETING SYSTEMS, INC., AND VALPAK DEALERS' 

ASSOCIATION, INC., REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS TAUFIQUE 

VPIUSPS-T28-5. 

a. Please refer to VP/USPS-T28-3. For the 19,729-cent mail processing cost 
for Standard Regular Basic presort flats, referenced therein, please 
confirm that the source is the "CRA ADJ UNIT COSTS" sheet of the file 
STANDARD.XLS in library reference USPS-LR-J-61 of Docket No. R2001- 
1, and that it is the sum of (i) a "Non Worksharing Unit Cost" of 4.003 
cents and (ii) a "Worksharing Related Unit Cost" of 15.726 cents. If you do 
not confirm, please provide the appropriate figure and give the source. 

Please confirm that the updated figure for the 19.729-cent mail processing 
cost for Standard Regular Basic presort flats, referenced in preceding part 
a, is 26.468 cents, 34.2 percent higher than the current cost, and is 
found on the first sheet in file STANDARD FLATS PRC.xls of library 
reference USPS-LR-K-102. If you do not confirm, please provide the 
appropriate figure and give the source. 

b. 

RESPONSE: 

The cost estimates discussed in VP/USPS-T28-3 were from my Docket No. R2001-1 

testimony (USPS-T-24). Those estimates were used to support rate design and final 

adjustments as discussed in Section I of USPS-T-24. In contrast, the estimates 

provided in the instant proceeding only support final adjustments as discussed in the 

purpose of my testimony (USPS-T-19, Section I), 

(a) Confirmed. 

(b) Not confirmed. The Test Year 2003 19,729-cent cost estimate for Standard Mail 

nonautomation basic flats was calculated in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS-LR-J-61, page 

69, and was developed using the Postal Service's volume variability cost methodology. 

In the instant proceeding, the Test Year 2006 cost estimate for Standard Mail 

nonautomation flats (using the Postal Service's cost methodology) is 23.148 cents and 
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can be found in USPS-LR-K-43, page 69. This figure represents a 17.3-percent 

increase over the estimate deveiooed in Docket No. R2001-1. 

The PRC version of the cost estimates for Docket No. R2001-1 and Docket No. R2005- 

1 are 22.370 cents (USPS-LR-J-85, page 69) and 26.468 cents (USPS-LR-K-102, page 

69). respectively. Using these figures, the increase is 18.3 percent. 
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VPIUSPS-T28-6. Regarding the 4.003-cent non-worksharing unit cost of processing 
Standard Regular Basic presort flats in VPIUSPS-T28-5, part b. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Please describe the nature of what the cost measures. 

Please explain why the 4,003-cent cost is not related to worksharing. 

Assume that the rate for basic, non-prebarcoded. minimum-per-piece flats, which 
is currently 34.4 cents, were to be reduced and resulted in a volume increase in 
line with the appropriate elasticity. Please state whether you would expect the 
cost of each additional unit of volume to reflect any part of this 4.003 cents, and 
explain why you come to the conclusion you do. 

Please explain whether the 4,003-cent cost figure is designed to be a marginal 
cost. If it is not, please explain the nature of the costing concept which it 
embodies. 

Please explain what worksharing the 4.003 cent figure is not sensitive to, 
describing the specific nature of the work that may (or may not) be shared 

d. 

e .  

***** 

g. Please explain whether mailing a flat, as opposed to an identically prepared and 
entered letter, causes the Postal Service to do work that could have been done 
by the mailer. 

RESPONSE: 

The cost estimates discussed in this interrogatory were from my Docket No. R2001-1 

testimony (USPS-T-24). Those estimates were used to support rate design and final 

adjustments as discussed in Section I of USPS-T-24. In contrast, the estimates 

provided in the instant proceeding only support final adjustments as discussed in the 

purpose of my testimony (USPS-T-19, Section I). 

In Docket No. R2001-1, the cost pool classifications were discussed in USPS-T-24, 

Section III.B.1. It should be noted that the cost pool classifications do not have the 

impact on the flats cost estimates that they do on the cost estimates developed in other 

studies. For example, First-class Mail presort letters have an established cost 
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benchmark, Bulk Metered Mail (BMM) letters, to which the rate category cost estimates 

are compared during the development of the worksharing related savings. The specific 

cost pool classifications for First-class Mail presort letters can affect the savings results. 

In contrast, the flats cost studies only include total mail processing unit cost estimates 

by rate category. In previous cases, those total cost estimates were relied upon by the 

pricing witnesses during rate design. Worksharing related savings estimates have not 

historically been calculated for flats rate categories. Even if the non-worksharing related 

fixed cost pools were all reclassified as worksharing related fixed, the total mail 

processing unit cost estimates by rate category would not change. 

(a) The Docket No. R2001-1 Standard Mail Regular flats cost pools can be found in 

USPS-LR-J-61, page 71. The cost methodology used to develop those cost pools and 

the operations which were mapped to those cost pools can be found in USPS-LR-J-55. 

Descriptive information can also be found in USPS-LR-J-i 

(b) The costs mapped to those cost pools represented operations that were determined 

not to be influenced by the presorting and prebarcoding of flat-shaped mail, which was 

the focus of the cost models. 

(c) I am unable to provide a response to this question, because in my view the situation 

is much more complicated than this question suggests. A price change could influence 

other factors, such as mail characteristics, which would also affect costs. In addition, 

wage rates generally increase over time, while flats technology enhancements would 

result in cost decreases over time. Finally, I have not conducted any analyses that 
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attempt to determine how prices and subsequent volume changes affect unit costs over 

time. 

(d) The cost data found in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS-LR-J-61, were designed to 

estimate marginal costs, in the sense that the productivity data used in the analysis 

represented marginal productivity figures that were adjusted using Postal Service 

volume variability factors. The mail processing unit costs by shape were also developed 

using volume variability data. 

(e) The purpose of the cost models was to isolate the effects of mailer presorting and 

prebarcoding efforts. Other worksharing activities, such as dropshipping, were covered 

by other postal witnesses. 

(9) I am unable to provide a response to this question. I imagine that whether any 

particular mailer chooses to engage, or not engage, in any particular "work that could 

[be] done by the mailer" is influenced by a variety of factors concerning mailer 

operations, of which I am not an expert. 
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VPIUSPS-T28-7 

a. For the 15.726-cent worksharing-related unit cost referenced in VP/USPS- 
T28-5, part a, please confirm that, according to library reference USPS- 
LR-J-61 in Docket No. R2001-I, it is equal to a model unit cost of 15.329 
cents times a Cost and Revenue Analysis ("CRA") adjustment factor of 
1.023 plus a worksharing related fixed cost of 0.047 cents. If you do not 
confirm, please provide the appropriate figure and give the source. 

For the model unit cost of 15.329 cents referenced in preceding part a, 
please provide a narrative description of the nature of this cost and 
answer the following questions. 

(i) 

b. 

Is this 15.726-cent worksharing-related unit cost an estimate of a 
marginal cost? If not, please explain the costing concept that 
guides this estimate. 

Is this 15.726-cent worksharing-related unit cost constrained or 
limited in any way? If yes, please explain each constraint and the 
reason for it. 

If the associated rate for basic, non-prebarcoded. minimum-per- 
piece flats, which is now 34.4 cents, were to be reduced and the 
volume were to increase in line with the elasticity, please explain 
whether you would expect the 15.726-cent figure to increase on a 
per-additional-unit basis. 

Is this 15.726-cent worksharing-related unit cost specifically 
designed or estimated to relate to any particular concept of 
worksharing? If so, please specify the piece of work that may or 
may not be shared. 

(ii) 

(iii) 

(iv) 

RESPONSE: 

The cost estimates discussed in this interrogatory were from my Docket No. R2001-1 

testimony (USPS-T-24). Those estimates were used to support rate design and final 

adjustments as discussed in Section I of USPS-T-24. In contrast, the estimates 

provided in the instant proceeding only support final adjustments as discussed in the 

purpose of my testimony (USPS-T-19, Section I) 

(a) Confirmed. 
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(b) The cost models found in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS-LR-J-61. estimated piece 

distribution and bundle distribution costs, which were then tied to CRA mail processing 

unit costs by shape, as described in USPS-T-24/R2001-1. The cost spreadsheets and 

mail flow spreadsheets depicted the operations that were modeled 

(i) The cost data found in Docket No. R2001-1, USPS-LR-J-61, were designed 

to estimate marginal costs, in the sense that the productivity data used in the 

analysis represented marginal productivity figures that were adjusted using 

Postal Service volume variability factors. The mail processing unit costs by shape 

were also developed using volume variability data. 

(ii) I do not understand this question 

(iii) Please see my response to VP/USPS-T28-6(c) 

(iv) The flats cost models found in Docket No. R2001-I represented total mail 

processing unit cost estimates by rate category, which were developed to isolate 

the impact related to mailer presorting and/or prebarcoding efforts. The pricing 

witnesses subsequently relied on the total mail processing unit cost estimates 

during rate design. 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: At this point I ' m  going to 

add an answer Witness Miller provided to r.he Presiding 

Officer's Information Request. It is POIR 4, Question 

5. 

I am now handing the reporter two copies of 

the answer and direct that it be admitted into 

evidence and transcribed. 

(The document referred to was 

marked f o r  identification as 

Exhibit No. POIR 4, Question 

5, and was received in 

evidence. ) 

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

I /  
/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  
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5. In USPS-T-25 [sic] witness Miller states that Fiscal Year 2003 Productivity 
.>formation Management System (PIMS) productivities are used in the models for 

Parcel Post These productivities were updated from the ones used in R2001-I to 
reflect the fact that Singulation Scan Induction Units (SSIU) had been added to the 
secondary Parcel Sorting Machine operations in 19 of the 21 BMCs. USPST-25 [sic] at 
3. For the Primary NMO Sort operation, the productivity (unitslhr) used in developing the 
model cost for Inter-BMC, Intra-BMC. and DBMC nonmachinable parcels decreased by 
31 percent, from 100 in R2001-I to 68.6 in R2005-1. USPS-LR-J-86 at 9 and USPS- 
LR-K-I03 at IO. This decrease in productivity is a significant factor in the increase in 
model costs for Inter-BMC, Intra-BMC, and DBMC NMOS between R2001-1 and R2005- 
1 The increases in model unit costs are 34 percent, 35 percent, and 24 percent 
respectively. 

(a) Please discuss how the introduction of SSlUs results in a decrease in 
productivity for nonmachinable parcels. 

(b) Witness Miller states that BMCs were converted to MODS in GFY 2004, and that 
this conversion was completed by the end of GFY 2004. USPS-T-25 at 4. 
Please provide the MODS productivities for Primary Parcel Sorting, Secondary 
Parcel Sorting, Sack Sorting, and NMO distribution operations for FY 2005. 
quarters 1 and 2. 

RESPONSE: 

Before the Productivity Information Management System (PIMS) was retired in 

GFY 2004. I had been monitoring the data for the time period AP 1 FY 2001 through AP 

13 FY 2003. At that point, the Postal Service converted to monthly reporting 

Simultaneously, the Bulk Mail Centers (BMC) converted to the Management Operating 

Data System (MODS), as described in USPS-T-20 at 4. 

The Docket No. R2001-1 Non Machinable Outsides (NMO) productivity relied 

upon by witness Eggleston (USPS-T-25) was 100 pieces per hour. That figure 

represented an aggregate Productivity Information Reporting System (PIRS) NMO 

productivity for the FY 1995 through FY 2000 time frame. The PIRS system was 

eventually modified and renamed PIMS. In the instant proceeding, the Postal Service 

has provided an updated FY 2003 PIMS figure, which in the PRC version of the Parcels 

Cost Models is 69 pieces per hour (USPS-LR-K-103 at page 3). 
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The chart below shows the PlMS productivity trends for the Primary Parcel 

Sorting Machine (PPSM). Secondary Parcel Sorting Machine (SPSM), Sack Sorting 

Machine (SSM), and Non Machinable Outsides (NMO) operations for the time period 

described above The NMO productivity was consistently less than 100 pieces per hour 

during that time period. Based on this information. the 100 pieces per hour figure relied 

upon by witness Eggleston may have been overstated. Overall, the PPSM. SSM, and 

NMO productivity trends were relatively flat during that time period. The one productivity 

trend that changed appreciably was the SPSM trend, which is not surprising given that 

19 of the 21 BMCs were retrofitted with the Singulation Scan Induction Unit (SSIU). 

It should also be noted that the data contained within USPS-LR-K-46 and USPS- 

LR-K-103 indicate that the average cubic feet per NMO parcel has increased over time. 

This data can be found in cells E43:E45 on page 7 of both library references. In Docket 

No. R2000-1, the BY 1998 average cubic feet per NMO parcel was 1.992 cubic feet. In 

Docket No. R2001-1, the BY 2000 average cubic feet per NMO parcel was 2.244 cubic 

feet. This figure represented a 12~66 percent increase over that from BY 1998. In the 

instant proceeding, the BY 2004 average cubic feet per NMO parcel is 2.777 cubic feet. 

This figure represents a 23.78 percent increase over the BY 2000 figure. Given that 

BMC NMO operations are primarily manual operations, it is possible that the increase in 

the average cubic feet per NMO parcel over time has had an impact on the overall NMO 

productivity. 



... . 

COOL M E1 dV - LOO2 A3 1 dV 
ISNOUY3d: OWN 'WSS 'WSdS 'WSdd 803 S3111A113flaOtld SWld 

S NOllS3n0 'P  'ON t l lOd 
01 H3111W SS3NlIM 3131At13S W l S O d  A 0  3SNOdS3tl 



1 8 2 0  

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Okay. Are we straight now? 

Mr. Hollies, would you please identify the 

next Postal Service witness so I may swear him in, 

please? 

MR. HOLLIES: The Postal Service calls Tom 

Harahush. 

Whereupon, 

THOMAS HARAHUSH 

having been duly sworn, was called as a 

witness and was examined and testified as follows: 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you. 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-5.) 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. HOLLIES: 

Q Mr. Harahush, we've provided you this 

morning two copies of a document styled USPS-T-5 and 

labeled as Direct Testimony of Thomas W. Harahush on 

Behalf of United States Postal Service. Are you 

familiar with this document? 

A Yes. 

Q Was it prepared by you or under your 

direction? 

A Yes. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Q And is this your testimony in this docket? 

A Yes. 

Q And were you to testify orally today would 

it be the same? 

A Yes. 

MR. HOLLIES: With that, Mr. Chairman, the 

Postal Service moves for inclusion of Mr. Harahush’s 

testimony in the evidentiary record of this 

proceeding. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct 

counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the 

corrected direct testimony of Thomas W. Harahush. The 

testimony is received into evidence. However, as is 

our practice, it will not be transcribed. 

(The document referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-5, was 

received in evidence.) 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Harahush, have you had 

the opportunity to examine the packet of designated 

written cross-examination? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: If those questions contained 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



1822 

in that packet were posed to you orally today, would 

they be the same as those provided in writing? 

THE WITNESS: I have a change to make on 

Advo/USPS-T-5-3. Presently the first sentence reads, 

"Assuming that 'in bulk' means a large quantity of 

mail, yes." Then the next sentence starts. 

I'd like to change that to be, "I will 

assume that 'in bulk' means a large quantity of mail." 

Then the next sentence starts, "Yes...", and then 

everything else is the same after that. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any additional 

corrections? 

THE WITNESS: NO. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Counsel, would you please 

provide two copies of the corrected designated written 

cross-examination of Witness Harahush to the reporter? 

That material is received into evidence and is to be 

transcribed into the record. 

(The document referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-5, was 

received in evidence.) 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS THOMAS W. HARAHUSH TO 
INTERROGATORY OF ADVO. INC. 

ADVO/USPS-T5-3. Does the CCS identify the number of pieces, shape, and 
classifications of mail delivered in bulk by city carriers? 

RESPONSE: 

Assuming that "in bu l k  means a large quantity of mail, yes. If the mail is on a sampled 

stop on a sampled city carrier route, the city carrier data collector would identify the 

number of pieces, shape and classification. The city carrier cost system, CCCS, 

samples only letter routes. Exclusion of certain city carrier routes from sample selection 

is detailed in USPS-LR-K-1 I/R2005-1, Creating the Sample Frame. 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS THOMAS W. HARAHUSH TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

For each quarter or other postal reporting period in FY 2000 OCA/USPS-T5-1. 
through 2005, please provide city-carrier-delivered volumes by class and subclass of 
mail. Please cite your sources and provide copies of all source documents. 

RESPONSE: 

The attached Excel file contains city-carrier-delivered volumes by class and subclass of 

mail and by shape from FY 2000 through FY 2004. Data for FY2005 are not provided. 

Data for each quarter are included in separate worksheets labeled in the format Qqyy 

Please note the following when using the attached files. In Fiscal Year 2002, ECRWSS 

was separated from the ECR total and placed in separate lines. In Fiscal Year 2003, 

standard regular and nonprofit were combined. In Fiscal Year 2003, library rate was 

combined with media mail. 

The sources of the attached data are the Lotus Keys Files, which are documented in the 

Quarterly Volume Estimates and Distribution Keys section of USPS-LR-K-1 1. The 

Lotus Keys Files give the estimated total for each mail shapekubclass combination. 

The layout for the files is shown in Layout 8 of the same library reference. 

Docket No. R2005-1 



Q100 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

2290157 551067 
5465195 110883 
432975 0 
362124 0 

8550452 661950 
6878 58488 

637 4954 
2985 0 

126287 1321910 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2489512 3594996 
4283076 2026632 
6772589 5621628 

0 0 
173685 148624 

1512494 263636 
1686179 412260 
8458768 6033888 

0 0 
368 891 
619 27395 
250 3884 
184 883 

1423 33055 
47830 1260 

2099 1266 

0 
529 10 
3502 

0 
0 

564 12 
85706 

865 
0 

11 094 
0 
0 
0 

4852 
84172 
89024 

0 
0 

6345 
6345 

95369 
0 

45979 
31505 
12920 
1556 

91960 
114 

2580 

0 
2450588 
11 78674 

0 
0 

3629261 
3633 

0 
0 

15473 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

61 
0 
0 

61 
3762 

545 

Tot Rate 
0 

5344722 
6758254 

432975 
362124 

12898075 
154705 

6456 
2985 

1474764 
0 
0 
0 

6089360 
6393880 

12483241 
0 

322309 
1782475 
2104784 

14588025 
0 

47238 
59580 
17054 
2623 

126499 
52966 
6490 

Attachment to Response to OCA/USPS-T5-1 
Page 1 of 20 
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First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penally - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Pard Tot DPS 
0 0 

2708005 577491 
5509535 92515 
397218 0 
33321 1 0 

8947970 670005 
6858 62960 

818 7064 
3227 0 

123978 1304077 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

2050440 2870886 
3856481 1622948 
5906921 4493834 

0 0 
147865 132056 

1265941 238099 
1413807 370155 
7320728 4863989 

0 0 
449 938 
241 23749 
570 4233 
362 596 

1622 29516 
29048 1794 
2503 617 

0 0 
58369 3296219 
2074 1344756 

0 0 
0 0 

60443 4640975 
106797 

811 
0 

12924 
0 
0 
0 

4937 
84512 
89450 

0 
286 

4602 
4888 

94338 
0 

44002 
32941 
13252 
1436 

91631 
180 

2717 

1810 
0 
0 

12713 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

5699 
784 

Tot Rate 
0 

6640084 
6948880 

397218 
33321 1 

1431 9393 
178425 

8693 
3227 

1453692 
0 
0 
0 

4926263 
5563941 

10490205 
0 

280207 
1508642 
1788850 

12279055 
0 

45389 
56931 
18055 
2394 

122769 
36721 
6621 

Attachment to Response to OCA/USPS-T5-1 
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First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Pard Tot DPS 
0 0 

2027961 509108 
1998209 120429 
277263 0 
162210 0 

4465644 629538 
5648 59690 
960 7422 

1035 0 
117890 1311127 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1821067 3140819 
1787703 1819234 
3608770 4960053 

0 0 
124872 154089 
566238 228377 
691107 382467 

4299878 5342520 
0 0 

129 1010 
349 23455 
259 4473 

0 1003 
738 29940 

40982 1391 
1624 1101 

0 0 
53707 2687940 
6520 4766588 

0 173129 
0 198925 

60228 7826583 
79775 2613 

543 867 
0 1710 

10612 17466 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

9131 328927 
94461 2547622 

103592 2876550 
0 0 

328 29326 
5145 714239 
5474 743564 

109067 3620114 
0 0 

39932 0 
32709 0 
13387 323 
1853 0 

87882 323 
130 5149 

3384 517 

Tot Rate 
0 

5278716 
689 1746 
450392 
361135 

12981993 
147726 

9792 
2745 

1457095 
0 
0 
0 

5299944 
6249020 

11548965 
0 

308615 
151 3999 
1822612 

13371579 
0 

41071 
56513 
18442 
2856 

11 8883 
47652 

6626 

Attachment to Response to OCA/USPS-T5-1 
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Q400 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penally - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th L t n  Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 0 0 

2520855 615727 64614 3326950 
2346402 117547 3120 6148610 

289074 0 0 207527 
175377 0 0 241431 

5331707 733274 67734 9924518 
8274 65446 104311 2015 
506 6921 863 425 

1274 0 0 2238 
144651 1640978 9925 22816 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2161274 3712619 16140 383362 
2036791 2117640 126753 3371327 
4198064 5830257 142892 3754691 

115364 164555 1753 30098 
641363 328507 6067 875857 
756727 493061 7819 905956 

4954791 6323319 150712 4660646 
0 0 0 0 

501 1036 45413 188 
889 43820 47128 251 
568 3813 16432 125 
125 626 2761 63 

2082 49295 111733 626 
21507 564 313 4411 

1830 1845 3724 1441 

0 .  0 0 0 

Tot Rate 
0 

6528146 
8615679 
496601 
416808 

16057233 
180046 

8715 
3512 

181 8370 
0 
0 
0 

6273395 
765251 1 

13925904 
0 

311770 
1851794 
2163563 

16089468 
0 

47138 
92088 
20938 

3575 
163736 
26795 

8840 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPST5-1 
Page 4 of 20 P 
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a101 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1800325 496474 
1716979 116148 
250867 0 
141540 0 

3909711 612622 
5601 49616 
805 6990 
821 0 

103563 1348935 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1817534 3792278 
1751070 2245257 
3568604 6037534 

0 0 
220112 313445 
616863 300685 
836976 614130 

4405580 6651665 
0 0 

248 558 
568 35722 
253 3341 

0 774 
1069 40395 

11238 2131 
1884 1146 

0 0 
53927 2680550 
2665 5041881 

0 191523 
0 220727 

56592 8134680 
85034 2108 

919 62 
0 1178 

8053 18265 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

9717 342880 
98659 3217066 

108377 3559947 
0 0 

1116 46509 
9908 1107990 

11024 11 54499 
119401 4714445 

0 0 
43261 62 
38228 62 
13447 0 
1760 62 

96697 186 
397 4244 

2743 496 

Tot Rate 
0 

5031276 
6877673 
442390 
362267 

12713605 
142359 

8776 
1999 

147961 6 
0 
0 
0 

5962409 
7312052 

13274462 
0 

581182 
2035446 
2616629 

15891091 
0 

44129 
74580 
17041 
2596 

138347 
18010 
6269 

Attachment to Response to OCAIUSPS-T5-1 
Page 5 of 20 



Q201 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Pard Tot DPS 
0 0 

2162356 502919 
1773031 119606 
211310 0 
143556 0 

4290254 622524 
4054 40972 
672 4198 
678 0 

107016 1298503 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1350912 2909071 
1460846 1666366 
2811757 4575438 

0 0 
98689 142835 
474317 247769 
573005 390605 
3384763 4966044 

0 0 
312 801 
373 22992 
122 3029 
61 549 
868 27372 
6340 894 
1656 1616 

0 0 
63934 3554113 
4716 5354807 

0 173539 
0 213336 

68650 9295796 
99614 2678 
855 183 
0 1479 

10542 18047 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10102 268151 
90156 2740068 
100260 3008219 

0 0 
183 31835 
5036 804001 
5219 835836 

105479 3844056 
0 0 

49386 0 
37003 61 
13287 61 
2786 61 

I02463 183 
122 3527 
3670 427 

Tot Rate 
0 

6283322 
7252160 
384849 
356892 

14277224 
147318 
5908 
2157 

1434108 
0 
0 
0 

4538236 
5957436 
10495674 

0 
273542 
1531123 
1804665 
12300342 

0 
50499 
60429 
16499 
3457 

130886 
10883 
7369 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-T5-1 
Page 6 of 20 
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a301 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1810398 543925 
1679046 132304 
221012 0 
131865 0 

3842323 676230 
5555 53450 

322 5229 
873 0 

100643 1441012 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

1424617 3015690 
1585138 1915700 
3009754 4931390 

0 0 
114875 161240 
538670 251915 
653545 413156 

3663300 5344546 
0 0 

132 571 
775 25291 
68 2840 
64 664 

1040 29368 
24845 1856 

1625 967 

0 0 
62229 2847734 
2532 5220576 

0 191927 
0 208602 

64761 8468838 
77770 2418 

793 386 
0 2263 

9901 17583 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

10534 366619 
94157 3269619 

104691 3636238 
0 0 

193 30062 
5192 896792 
5385 926854 

110075 4563092 
0 0 

39949 0 
32884 0 
15602 0 
1712 64 

90146 64 
451 7067 

3970 129 

Tot Rate 
0 

5264286 
7034458 
412939 
340467 

13052152 
139191 

6730 
3136 

1569139 
0 
0 
0 

4817460 
6864614 

11682073 
0 

306370 
1692569 
1998940 

13681 013 
0 

40652 
58950 
18510 
2504 

120618 
34219 
6691 

Attachment to Response to OCAfUSPS-T5-1 
Page 7 of 20 P 
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Q401 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs 
0 

2031496 
1976852 
274670 
154860 

4437876 
6732 
1434 
1148 

107436 
0 
0 
0 

1763314 
1744498 
3507810 

0 
132084 
511913 
643998 

41 5 1809 
0 

374 
436 
187 

0 
998 

12781 
1559 

Tot Fiats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 0 

592063 80987 3535249 
136940 3538 6939011 

0 0 238870 
0 0 305549 

729003 84525 11018680 
55638 92322 2052 

8114 1232 457 
0 0 2057 

1650062 9520 22075 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

3741013 12153 372728 
1969851 129856 4121477 
5710863 142010 4494205 

0 0 0 
212319 842 34702 
314643 7880 979187 
526961 8722 1013889 

6237823 150731 5508096 
0 0 0 

2020 47334 0 
38614 43115 0 

3637 16518 62 
1065 618 0 

45336 107586 62 
1117 275 8068 
2264 3900 693 

Tot Rate 
0 

6239795 
9056341 

513540 
460409 

16270084 
156744 
11237 
3205 

1789093 
0 
0 
0 

5889208 
7965682 

13854888 
0 

379947 
1813623 
2193570 

16048459 
0 

49728 
82165 
20404 

1683 
153982 
22241 
8416 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-TS-1 
Page 8 of 20 i-' 
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Q102 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit ECR Saturation 
Standard A Regular ECR W/O Saturation 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1475904 445243 
1614780 112217 
226958 0 
154741 0 

3472385 557460 
4746 38887 

570 5810 
519 0 

87864 1305792 
0 0 

965711 1252010 
30858 46331 

456953 2541472 
1464833 1958762 
2887498 5752244 

0 0 
42853 113856 

489463 282026 
563173 442213 

3450672 6194458 
0 0 

62 71 1 
534 23869 
95 3284 
0 834 

689 28698 
39214 737 

1062 1460 

0 0 
55987 2656698 
2657 5508227 

0 204229 
0 242367 

58645 8611519 
67707 1717 

1012 0 
0 1229 

9173 16657 
0 0 

432 113322 
0 2843 

15725 223839 
92908 3400512 

109064 3737672 
0 0 

525 28401 
10483 1048940 
11008 1080185 

120071 4817858 
0 0 

45645 62 
32273 123 
15525 62 
1233 62 

94675 308 
123 3710 

3048 308 

Tot Rate 
0 

4633832 
7237881 
431187 
397108 

12700009 
11 3057 

7392 
1748 

1419486 
0 

2331475 
80032 

3237989 
691 701 5 

12486478 
0 

185635 
1830912 
2096579 

14583059 
0 

46480 
56799 
18966 
2129 

124370 
43784 

5878 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-TS-1 
Page 9 of 20 



Q202 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit ECR Saturation 
Standard A Regular ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0 th  Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Pard Tot DPS 
0 0 0 0 

1771843 452917 65329 3579569 
1575465 110117 2545 5673000 
193734 0 0 182850 
134101 0 0 242962 
3675144 563035 67874 9678381 

3908 40157 90792 2047 
662 6049 1230 301 
575 0 0 2168 

75792 1245279 7654 15120 
0 0 0 0 

900171 1125933 2769 90707 
38088 64118 0 7105 
436590 1828367 19733 180259 
1253103 1525498 88651 3007840 
2589863 4479797 111155 3278806 

0 0 0 0 
37908 90322 60 17255 
428057 250364 7237 853255 
504054 404804 7297 877614 
3093916 4884603 118452 4156421 

0 0 0 0 
120 422 50432 60 
662 20470 36515 60 
120 2556 15994 0 
0 662 1231 0 

903 24111 104172 120 
13404 285 353 4446 
1766 1062 1605 120 

Tot Rate 
0 

5869658 
7361 127 
376584 
377063 

13984434 
136904 
8242 
2743 

1343845 
0 

2119580 
10931 1 

2464949 
5875092 
10459621 

0 
145545 
1538913 
1793769 
12253392 

0 
51034 
57707 
18670 
1893 

129306 
18488 
4553 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-TS-1 
Page 10 of 20 P 
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Q302 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit ECR Saturation 
Standard A Regular ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0 th  Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1488101 497502 
1440720 120752 
203988 0 
125883 0 

3258690 618254 
4251 45938 
454 4821 
714 0 

79039 1361078 
0 0 

969275 1158789 
42821 48218 

509233 1852420 
1298479 1673635 
2776987 4682844 

0 0 
56080 106184 

441441 240691 
540342 395094 

3317328 5077938 
0 0 

260 518 
324 18150 
130 2939 

0 262 
713 21868 

24440 480 
1947 912 

0 0 
56155 2884551 

3545 5546393 
0 208534 
0 227559 

59700 8867038 
70496 1849 

909 195 
0 2010 

6417 15885 
0 0 

325 121457 
0 1297 

9886 203567 
96893 3329326 

107103 3654351 
0 0 

195 22942 
7300 911796 
7494 936035 

114598 4590385 
0 0 

40153 0 
27542 0 
17699 0 
1374 0 

86769 0 
0 7431 

3359 845 

Tot Rate 
0 

4926309 
7111410 
412522 
353442 

12803682 
122532 

6379 
2724 

146241 9 
0 

2247846 
92336 

2575108 
6398333 

11221285 
0 

185401 
160 1228 
1878965 

131 00249 
0 

40931 
46016 
20768 

1836 
109350 
32351 
7063 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-T5-1 
Page 11 of 20 P 
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Q402 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard A Regular ECR Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit ECR Saturation 
Standard A Regular ECR W/O Saturation 
Standard A Regular Presorted 
Total Standard A Regular 

Standard A Nonprofit ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard A Nonprofit Presorted 
Total Standard A Nonprofit 
Total Standard A 

Standard B Parcel Post 
Standard B Bound Printed Matter 
Standard B Special Standard 
Standard B Library 
Total Standard B 
Penalty - USPS 
Penalty - Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1734396 545028 
1774851 143837 
237199 0 
163484 0 

3909930 688866 
4548 47978 

567 6300 
748 0 

97280 1607200 
0 0 

1267004 1470180 
73050 74687 

512743 2280129 
1690423 1951010 
3470169 5701319 

0 0 
46004 140609 

484537 302974 
603592 518270 

4073761 6219589 
0 0 

186 522 
654 31310 
62 3289 

124 310 
1025 35430 

11349 850 
1373 1852 

0 0 
72015 3414508 
4203 7070521 

0 252998 
0 321360 

76217 11059388 
83487 1562 

835 124 
0 1996 

7431 14906 
0 0 

991 174542 
0 12258 

11441 267121 
130373 4382453 
142805 4824117 

0 0 
253 28749 

7598 1037320 
7051 1078326 

150655 5902443 
0 0 

52277 62 
41649 0 
18144 62 
3405 0 

115475 124 
248 5456 

8826 315 

Tot Rate 
0 

5765947 
8993412 
490197 
484844 

15734401 
137575 

7826 
2744 

172681 7 
0 

2912717 
159995 

3071434 
8154259 

14138410 
0 

215615 
1832429 
2208039 

16346448 
0 

53047 
73613 
21557 

3839 
152054 
17903 
12366 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-TS-1 
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Q103 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR W/O Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Parcl Tot DPS 
0 0 

1296944 440804 
1308364 120556 
198802 0 
11 3743 0 

2917852 561359 
3963 32518 
489 6320 
550 0 

62546 1279878 
0 0 

915479 1172713 
0 0 

487183 2744181 
1873746 2256385 
3276409 6173280 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

3276409 6173280 
0 0 

191 244 
551 24428 
61 3930 

0 0 
803 28604 

5872 479 
1483 1239 

0 0 
56162 2677600 
3565 5648994 

0 227510 
0 249561 

59728 8803665 
61787 91 8 

943 0 
0 1490 

6707 13285 
0 0 

5343 259739 
0 0 

7766 312424 
103466 5141364 
116574 5713527 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

116574 5713527 
0 0 

47433 0 
32744 68 
17146 61 

0 0 
97324 129 

104 6290 
2953 313 

Tot Rate 
0 

4471 51 0 
7081479 
426312 
363304 

12342604 
99186 

7752 
2040 

1362416 
0 

2353274 
0 

3551554 
9374961 

15279790 
0 
0 
0 
0 

15279790 
0 

47868 
57791 
21198 

0 
126860 
12025 
5988 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-T5-1 
Page 13 of 20 w 
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Q203 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
LISPS 
Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot Pard Tot DPS 
0 0 0 0 

1450712 384762 55924 3345877 
1360903 119551 3121 5434465 
174195 0 0 187166 
114860 0 0 234657 

3100668 504313 59046 9202165 
3086 29808 70992 1058 
386 2890 325 180 
540 0 0 1405 

49471 1192997 7166 8493 
0 0 0 0 

982528 1167857 69 186501 
0 0 0 0 

308272 1924154 14380 198573 
1545800 1697980 108700 4242350 
2836599 4789990 123150 4627423 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2836599 4789990 123150 4627423 
0 0 0 0 

120 797 53050 0 
180 26821 42300 0 

0 3464 20616 0 
0 0 0 0 

300 31080 115967 0 
18856 617 504 5808 

899 1834 2765 240 

Tot Rate 
0 

5237275 
6918040 
361361 
349517 

12866192 
104944 

3781 
1945 

1258127 
0 

2336955 
0 

2445379 
7594830 

123771 62 
0 
0 
0 
0 

123771 62 
0 

53967 
69301 
24080 

0 
147347 
25845 

5738 

Attachment to Response to OCNUSPS-T5-1 
Page 14 of 20 



Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Sm Prcl Tot Lg Prd Tot Rate a303 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

0 
1259061 
1263630 
170170 
92396 

2785256 
1985 

0 
1152 

65923 
0 

787586 
0 

355212 
1643404 
2786201 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2786201 
0 
0 

64 
64 

0 
127 

19333 
1367 

0 
432565 
105673 

0 
0 

538238 
34367 
2528 

0 
1281916 

0 
1123668 

0 
2060360 
1991536 
5175562 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5175562 
0 

382 
26416 
4556 

0 
31356 

1133 
701 

0 
2911329 
5663567 
215164 
242741 

9032801 
342 

0 
1046 

14196 
0 

235044 
0 

244460 
4767385 
5246889 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5246889 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

10246 
640 

43165 
1668 

0 
0 

44832 
18537 

64 
0 

2240 
0 

701 
0 

11160 
89355 

101216 
0 
0 
0 
0 

101216 
0 

8515 
7778 
9923 

0 
26216 

183 
2874 

0 
20270 4666390 
6123 7040661 

0 385334 
0 335137 

26394 12427521 
42575 97806 

503 3095 
0 2198 

2386 1366661 
0 0 

712 2147711 
0 0 

3332 2674524 
28022 8519702 
32067 13341935 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

32067 13341935 
0 0 

31589 40486 
17988 52246 
9436 23979 

0 0 
59014 116713 

318 31213 
328 5910 
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a403 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Srn Prcl Tot Lg Prcl Tot Rate 
0 

1460343 
196046 
110593 

3246121 
1719 

0 
183 

69973 
0 

1198209 
0 

398108 
1831146 
3427462 

0 
0 
0 
0 

3427462 
0 
0 
0 

183 
0 

183 
15254 
1771 

14791 38 
0 

483185 
132606 

0 
0 

615791 
36713 
2039 

0 
1493375 

0 
1537836 

0 
2281600 
218301 1 
6002447 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6002447 
0 

609 
33913 

3605 
0 

38127 
1046 
2024 

0 
3393973 
7108858 
255921 

11097462 
390 

0 
127 

12191 
0 

320591 
0 

299196 
5939485 
6559271 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6559271 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11429 
1185 

338712 

54428 
3130 

0 
0 

57559 
2251 1 

366 
0 

2453 
0 

183 
0 

17802 
110540 
128523 

0 
0 
0 
0 

128523 
0 

11735 
14231 
12390 

0 
38356 

0 
2435 

0 
19072 5429796 
9813 8714750 

0 451967 
0 449305 

28883 15045816 
43311 104644 

633 3038 
0 310 

5075 1583067 
0 0 

1775 3058594 
0 0 

4409 3001115 
40871 10105053 
47056 16164759 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

47056 16164759 
0 0 

38611 50955 
24993 73137 
10817 26995 

0 0 
74421 151087 

0 27729 
548 7963 
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Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Sm Prcl Tot La Prcl Tot Rate Q104 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR W/O Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

0 
1469547 
1241935 
163373 
104882 

2 9 7 9 7 3 6 
2562 

121 
365 

50853 
0 

960537 
0 

388024 
1607064 
2955625 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2955625 
0 
0 

152 
0 
0 

152 
23620 

862 

0 
427252 
11 8350 

0 
0 

545601 
31867 
2886 

0 
1248284 

0 
1415338 

0 
2625220 
2082788 
6123345 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6123345 
0 

492 
22026 
4663 

0 
27181 
6157 
1353 

0 
3644277 
6106990 
248095 
309196 

10308557 
789 

0 
855 

12732 
0 

336858 
0 

321661 
5821982 
6480502 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6480502 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8470 
304 

45589 
2872 

0 
0 

48460 
20409 

570 
0 

3353 
0 

1153 
0 

20069 
99801 

121025 
0 
0 
0 
0 

121025 
0 

13492 
12499 
9300 

0 
35292 

182 
2409 

I 

0 
13118 5599783 

61 7470208 
0 411468 
0 414078 

13178 13895532 
45818 101445 

57 1 4148 
0 1220 

2331 1317553 
0 0 
0 2713886 
0 0 

729 3355703 
19108 9630743 
19837 15700334 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

19837 15700334 
0 0 

42963 56947 
20691 55368 

9827 23790 
0 0 

73479 136104 
61 38490 

303 5231 
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Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Sm Prd Tot Lg Prcl Tot Rate Q204 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

0 
121 1199 
1143194 
155219 
99468 

2609081 
3957 

194 
506 

54283 
0 

865671 
0 

329276 
1506030 
2 7 0 0 9 7 7 

0 
0 
0 
0 

2700977 
0 
0 

864 
204 

0 
1068 

18303 
1564 

0 
435126 
121093 

0 
0 

556219 
34291 

3863 
0 

128 1399 
0 

124341 8 
0 

2272115 
2012263 
5527797 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5527797 
0 

482 
30322 
3942 

0 
34747 

1160 
1214 

0 
3039569 
6323148 
239067 
299320 

9901104 
2136 

0 
820 

12096 
0 

318504 
0 

287736 
5916397 
6522637 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6522637 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8454 
79 1 

48497 
3618 

0 
0 

52115 
17684 

836 
0 

2885 
0 

550 
0 

12515 
90247 

103313 
0 
0 
0 
0 

103313 
0 

9664 
12706 
9318 

0 
31688 

0 
3767 

0 
16841 4751232 

120 7591173 
0 394286 
0 398788 

16962 13135481 
39637 97705 

302 5195 
0 1326 

2404 1353067 
0 0 
0 2428143 
0 0 

429 2902071 
19198 9544135 
19627 14874351 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

19627 14874351 
0 0 

28348 38494 
22926 66818 
10179 23643 

0 0 
61451 128954 

482 28399 
302 7638 
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Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Sm Prcl Tot Lg Prd Tot Rate 9304 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR WIO Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

0 
1208174 
1 1  32562 
172946 
87636 

2601 3 19 
2637 
140 
189 

49271 
0 

897081 
0 

344922 
1478155 
2720157 

0 
0 
0 
0 

27201 57 
0 
0 

126 
126 
0 

252 
46927 
1198 

0 
453252 
1 1  0842 

0 
0 

564094 
35909 
4802 

0 
131 1 1  99 

0 
1330646 

0 
2012128 
1955374 
5298146 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5298146 
0 

657 
22693 
3248 

0 
26597 
1449 
1202 

0 
2966096 
6 2 0 5 4 5 4 
269361 
287032 
9727941 

1561 
0 

1258 
11197 

0 
389523 

0 
347929 
6124564 
6862016 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6862016 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

8729 
633 

42148 
1619 

0 
0 

43768 
17474 
380 
0 

3491 
0 

652 
0 

10150 
89230 
100033 

0 
0 
0 
0 

100033 
0 

10367 
10396 
8143 

0 
28906 
189 

3151 

0 
13723 4683393 

0 7450477 
0 442307 
0 374668 

13723 12950845 
41365 98946 
820 6142 
0 1447 

1120 1376278 
0 0 
0 2617902 
0 0 
63 2715192 

22428 9669751 
22491 15002843 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

22491 15002843 
0 0 

34649 45673 
20340 53555 
9479 20996 

0 0 
64467 120222 
315 57609 
629 6813 

Attachment to Response to OCA/USPS-T5-1 
Page 19 of 20 



Tot 0th Ltrs Tot Flats Tot DPS Tot Srn Prcl Tot Lg Prcl Tot Rate a404 

First Class Single Piece 
First Class Presorted 
First Class Single Piece Post Card 
First Class Presorted Cards 
Total First Class 
Priority Mail 
Express Mail 
Mailgram 
Periodicals 

Standard ECR Saturation 

Standard ECR W/O Saturation 
Standard Presort 
Total Standard Mail 

Total Standard Mail 

Package Services Parcel Post 
Package Services Bound Printed Matter 
Package Services Media and Library 

Total Package Services 
USPS 
Free 

0 
1171282 
11 18896 
145912 
90898 

2526987 
3270 

127 
0 

44970 
0 

973620 
0 

3431 11 
1453385 
2770115 

0 
0 
0 
0 

27701 15 
0 
0 
0 

62 
0 

62 
18189 

1230 

0 
385413 
120179 

0 
0 

505591 
37750 

391 1 
0 

1220462 
0 

13261 48 
0 

2182097 
196181 3 
5470057 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5470057 
0 

208 
37385 
4983 

0 
42576 

2438 
1193 

0 
2854903 
6083441 

237601 
305155 

9481099 
749 

0 
186 

9631 
0 

402398 
0 

291679 
5944563 
6638640 

0 
0 
0 
0 

6638640 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

12509 
563 

43481 
2268 

0 
0 

45748 
16802 

146 
0 

4021 
0 

62 
0 

12733 
97729 

110526 
0 
0 
0 
0 

11 0526 
0 

8690 
13990 
10402 

0 
33083 

146 
1559 

. 
0 

14204 4469283 
561 7325345 

0 383513 
0 396053 

14765 12574190 
35186 93757 

376 4560 
0 186 

2080 1281164 
0 0 
0 2702228 
0 0 

810 2830430 
20840 9478330 
21651 15010989 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

21651 15010989 
0 0 

27270 36168 
18385 69760 
9309 24756 

0 0 
54964 130685 

125 33407 
1949 6494 
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1847 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS THOMAS W. HARAHUSH TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE, 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS LILLIAN WATERBURY 

OCAIUSPS-TI04 Please refer to USPS-LR-K-5, file "ExA-BY04.CRpt.xls," and the 
table accompanying OCA/USPS-TlO-I, above. 

b. 
Rural Carriers, please identify and explain all changes in the Carrier Cost System 
statistical sampling system between FY 2000 and FY 2004 that affected the estimation 
of costs for Registered Mail. Describe the effect of those changes on the cost estimates 
for the referenced cost segments. 

For cost segments C/S 7, City Delivery Carriers - Street Activity, and C/S 10, 

RESPONSE: 

b. 

between FY 2000 and FY 2004 that affected the estimation of costs for Registered Mail. 

There were no changes in the Carrier Cost System statistical sampling system 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS THOMAS W. HARAHUSH TO 
INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK DIRECT MARKETING SYSTEMS, INC., 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS MICHAEL D. BRADLEY 

VPIUSPS-T14-8. 
System measures delivery-point sequenced mail separately and an estimate of the 
amount of ECR Saturation mail that is DPS can be directly obtained” (p. 58, I. 24 
through p. 59, I. 2). Please explain how, given some measured or counted volume of 
delivery point sequenced (“DPS”) letters, you can directly obtain the volume of ECR 
Saturation letters contained in that DPS volume. 

RESPONSE: 

At pages 58-59 of your testimony, you state that “the Carrier Cost 

Section 3.2.1.6 of USPS-LR-K-21, Handbook F-65, Data Collection User’s Guide for 

Cost Systems, TL-2, explains what DPS mail is. Section 3.2.1.6 refers the data 

collector to sections 3.6 and 3.7 for instructions on how to key class and subclass of a 

sampled mailpiece. With respect to counting DPS mail as a separate shape, please 

refer to the first file in USPS-LR-J-34, SP Letter 1 for FY 2000, which was tiled in 

Docket No. R2001-1. 

Estimation of volume for all rate categories of mail is explained in USPS-LR-K-11, the 

statistical and computer documentation for the city carrier cost system. Specifically, 

DPS letters are referred to in Layouts 6 (the “2 file) and 8 (the “Lotus” file). 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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2 4  
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional 

written cross-examination for this witness? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: This now brings us to oral 

cross-examination. Two participants initially 

requested oral cross-examination, the Office of 

Consumer Advocate and Val-Pak Direct Marketing 

Systems, Inc. and Val-Pak Dealers Association, Inc. 

Are there any other parties who wish to 

cross-examine this witness? 

(No response.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, Ms 

Dreifuss, you may begin. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ’ m  

Shelley Dreifuss for the OCA. 

We do not have any prepared questions for 

you today, Mr. Harahush, but we may want to follow up 

on questions of Val-Pak. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Ms. Dreifuss. 

Mr. Olson? 

MR. MORGAN: Mr. Chairman, Jeremiah Morgan 

for Val-Pak Direct Marketing Systems and Val-Pak 

Dealers Association. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Bring the mike a little 

closer. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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MR. MORGAN: Is that better? 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: That’s better. 

MR. MORGAN: Okay. Great. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MORGAN: 

Q Good morning, Mr. Harahush. 

A Good morning. 

Q My questions this morning will relate only 

to the city carrier costing system and not to any 

other data systems. 

Would you please turn in your response to 

Val-Pak-T-14-8 to the question to Witness Bradley 

which was redirected to you? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. That question asked about measuring 

the volume of DPS letters and also about estimating 

the volume of ECR saturation letters that are DPS. 

A Yes. 

Q Your response refers to a series of library 

references, one of them from Docket No. R2001-1 and 

the rest in this case. 

A Yes. 

Q One of the library references to which you 

referred is K-21 - -  

A Yes. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Q - -  which consists of Handbook 5-65, 

A Yes. 

Q We found on page 3-47 a statement saying 

that the number of separate standard ECR saturation 

mailings delivered to the route on the test day must 

be recorded. 

A That’s correct. 

Q When you refer to saturation mailings do you 

mean all ECR saturation mailings, whether they are 

letters or flats or parcels? 

A Let me go to 3-47. 

Q Okay. 

A Okay. What we’re talking about in 3-47 is a 

count of saturation mailings by rate category, either 

periodicals, Standard A or Standard B, this being 

written before all the changes. 

Yes, the number of saturation mailings that 

occurred during the test is counted. 

Q Regardless of the shape? 

A That’s correct. 

Q Okay. Does it include these saturation 

mailings irrespective of whether they are DPS, cased 

or taken to the street separately as a third bundle? 

A I f  it’s a saturation mailing, we count it. 

Q If it‘s DPS, how can you tell that the 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202) 628-4888 
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1852 

carrier has a saturation mailing? 

A The data collector goes through - -  has to go 

through - -  every sampled stop and look and count the 

mail for every sampled stop. The data collector would 

notice that there's ECR WSS at every stop. 

Q So it doesn't lose its identity just because 

it's DPS? It's still counted? It doesn't lose its 

identity? 

A No, no, no. If it's a saturation mailing 

it's counted in this section here 

Q Okay. Does it make any distinction between 

saturation mailings that are addressed and those that 

are unaddressed, perhaps with DALs? 

A There is no distinction made. It's totally 

done by those presently three rate categories. 

Q Can you tell me the difference between the 

number of saturation mailings deliver-ed to the route 

on the test date and the number of saturation mailings 

actually delivered on the route on the test day? The 

instruction on page 3-47 says delivered to. 

A Let's see. I ' m  looking on 3-47. I'm having 

a little bit of a difficulty finding where you're - -  I 

see. "However, you must also record the number of 

saturations delivered to the route on the test day." 

And what's your question? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202) 628-4888 
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Q Is there a difference between delivered to 

the route and actually delivered on the route? 

A Essentially, no. Now, I want to qualify 

that by saying that the city carrier cost counts only 

mail that is delivered on that particular day, okay, 

so if we want to talk about what do we count at each 

sampled stop it’s what is actually being carried out 

the door by the carrier that day. 

Q I see. Suppose a station manager looks at 

the volume of mail for the route on a test day and 

decides it’s too large or there are too many third 

bundles for a given route. Suppose he decides to 

delay one of the saturation mailings for the day. 

A The data collector is instructed to always 

ask the carrier what‘s going out, you know, what he or 

she is taking out that day. That’s what determines 

what the data collector will count at the sampled 

stops. 

Q So if it’s not delivered, if it’s being held 

back for that day, it’s not counted? 

A That‘s correct. 

Q Okay. The decision to delay a saturation 

mailing one day, can you tell me when that decision is 

made? 

A I believe that’s outside of my testimony. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  
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That‘s an operations type of question. 

Q What is available from the data which you 

have collected on saturation? What data is available 

about saturation mailings from the data you have 

collected? 

A Okay. The data that I supplied as part of 

my city carrier documentation explains the types of 

data that‘s out there. Let me just go to that, and 

it’ll make things a lot easier. 

Q Okay. 

A One of the things that we submitted was 

ALDRAN LOTUS City Saturation FY 2004, which is a data 

file. I’m reading from the Readme Word document 

that’s on my CD. 

If you look in the city carrier 

documentation you’ll see that that particular file, 

which is Layout 8, that shows that that particular 

file contains volume estimates for fiscal year 2004 

for various rate categories by shape. Saturation - -  

ECR WSS or saturation - -  mail is one of those rate 

categories, so you would have estimated volumes for 

ECR WSS for all shape categories on that file. 

Additionally, if you look to my answer to 

OCA-T-5-1 and 2 that contains quarterly data. That 

was data that we supplied to the OCA. That contains 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202) 628-4888 
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quarterly data, which has those same rate categories 

by shape. 

Q Does the fact that the number of saturation 

mailings as recorded mean that you could develop a 

statistical picture of the various kinds of routes? 

For the various kinds of routes I should say. 

A When you say a statistical picture, I ’ m  not 

quite sure I know what you’re getting at. 

Q By statistical picture I mean for the 

various routes could you see how many have zero 

saturation mailings on a typical day or one saturation 

mailing on a typical day and so forth? 

A That data isn’t in any of the files that we 

produce. The data are there in the raw data files, 

but the number of saturation mailings data, we don’t 

provide any estimates from that, from that raw data. 

Q But from that raw data you‘d be able to 

figure that out? 

A One could. One could go that approach. 

Q Okay. For example, could you say among 

park and loop routes a certain proportion of the 

routes have more than one saturation mailing on a 

typical day? 

A The data can be sliced and diced in numerous 

ways. That is one way that the data could be sliced 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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and diced. 

Q Okay. When we look at data on saturation 

mailing can we tell how many were of letters and flats 

and parcels? 

A Not on the saturation mailings. Not on the 

number of saturation mailings, no. 

Q So can you get this information by day of 

the week so that you could say that 90 percent of the 

routes have a saturation mailing on Friday, but only 

20 have a saturation mailing on Monday, just as an 

example? 

A One could do that. However, you’re slicing 

the data very thin. You’re slicing it by route type. 

You‘re slicing it by day of the week. Is it possible? 

Yes. Would I want to do it? No. 

Q And you wouldn’t want to do it because? 

What do you mean by too thin? 

A You know, the city carrier system is 

essentially a system which produces volumes which 

allows us to compute keys, our keys for the cost 

people. That’s what everything is geared to 

As you pointed out, we do collect the number 

of saturation mailings on each test. We‘re not out to 

get volumes by day of week or anything by day of week. 

I’ve supplied the CDs for our estimates that we have. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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When you start slicing things down thinner and thinner 

there are potential pitfalls with doing that. 

Q Thank you. Can you tell from the data the 

number of saturation mailings that are taken to the 

street as third bundles? 

A No, I can't. 

Q On page 3-9 of the same handbook we found a 

sentence which says, "If the mailing consists of a 

detached label with a product sample, count the two 

pieces as one saturation mailing." 

A That's correct. 

Q We can't find it, but does the same sentence 

apply if the label goes with a flat? 

A Yes. 

Q So you count both pieces as one saturation 

mailing, but the individual pieces separately? 

A Yes. Those particular answers were covered 

in depth in the last rate case. 

Q Okay. Can you explain what it means to 

record the pieces separately? 

A That is, say we have a DAL and a flat 

There will be one listing. The data collector will 

have a separate listing for the DAL, that is the 

letter piece if I can use that, and there will be one 

listing for the saturation flat. 
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Q So the numbers for the flats go into flats, 

and the numbers for the DALs 

A That‘s correct. That‘s correct 

Q Okay. 

A Every piece of mail is counted 

Q You said the DALs are counted as letters? 

A That’s correct. 

Q Okay. 

A Well, I’ll qualify that. To the minor, 

extremely minor, possibility that if a carrier were to 

case a DAL, if he had a letter and flat case and 11 he 

were to put that DAL in a flat slot, then we would 

have to count it as a flat because that’s where he put 

It. 

That’s I’m sure an extremely rare item, so 

basically the answer to your question is yes, the DAL 

would be counted as a letter. 

Q Typically? 

A Yes. 

Q The original question, T-14-8, asked about 

the volume of mail that is DPS’d. 

A Yes. 

Q Which we understand would have to be letters 

by definition. 

A Yes. 
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Q When a saturation mailing of letters is 

DPS'd and arrives at a carrier station mixed in with 

other letters, does the CCS system collect any data at 

all on these DPS saturation letters that are different 

from the data collected on all the other letters? 

A Okay. Let me go back. You said something 

about the DPS letters are mixed in with the other 

letters. I wanted to make sure I understood what you 

meant by that. 

Q Well, the DPS saturation letters are mixed 

in with all the other DPS letters. 

A The DPS saturation letters would be in DPS 

trays. All the other letters would be cased. 

Q Okay. 

A What we have is, you know, we count all our 

mail by what we say shape - -  DPS letters, other 

letters, which is all letters not DPS letters, and 

then flats, small parcels and large parcels. 

If a letter is in the DPS tray it's a DPS 

letter. If it's not in the DPS tray, that is if it's 

being cased, it's an other letter. 

Q My question is if there's saturation letters 

that are DPS'd in those saturation letters, and we're 

just talking about the saturation. 

A Okay. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Q We’re talking about the DPS letters at this 

point. 

A Okay. 

Q If there are saturation letters in there, is 

there any other data collected from those that is 

different than the data collected on all the other 

letters? 

A No. No. Our data collectors collect class, 

subclass, rate, shape. They’re done 

Q I understand. When the CCS system collects 

data on letters that are DPS’d can we tell what 

portion of those letters are DALs? 

A No, we can‘t. 

Q Suppose the DALs f o r  a saturation mailing 

are DPS’d. When the data collectors are told to count 

the pieces as one saturation mailing but record the 

pieces separately, does this situation cause any 

problem? 

A No. If we have a DAL and a host piece, as 

you call it, data collectors know that, you know, a 

DAL is a requirement for a host piece, so they know 

that there‘s only going to be - -  you know, that’s only 

one saturation. 

As you’ve seen in our instructions since I 

know you went through them very well, we explain that 
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very clearly. You count each piece separately, but 

you count the saturation mailing only once. 

Q I see. Finally, could the data available 

tell us how many times a DAL is DPS’d and then the 

carrier later decides to case the flat to every 

delivery point? 

A Okay. There were two questions there. The 

first part was the number of times the DPS was a DAL? 

No, we don‘ t know. 

Q It’s really one question. 

A Okay. 

Q If the DAL is DPS’d ~- 

A Okay. 

Q - -  can you tell how many times that the flat 

or the host piece I think you called it is cased for 

the delivery point? 

A No. We have nothing on casing. 

MR. MORGAN: Okay. Thank you. No further 

questions. Thank you, Mr. Harahush. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you. 

A r e  there any additional questions of this 

witness? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any questions from 

the bench? Okay. Commissioner Goldway? 
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COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: When the letter 

carriers are presented with additional bundles and 

they can only manage three, but there may be a fourth 

with a saturation mailing, what's the system to decide 

whether to postpone it for a day, whether to make a 

second trip? 

Is that something that's automatic? Is 

there discretion from the supervisor involved in 

determining how to handle that bundle? What are the 

costs involved? Are they measured at all for 

decisions about handling those supplementary bundles? 

THE WITNESS: That's way out of my league. 

The system is we count what goes out. We count the 

mail that's delivered that day. 

With respect to what decisions are made to 

what goes out that day, I don't know. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: It seems to me in 

listening to the discussion that there are some costs 

involved, and I'm wondering where they're captured. 

Do you have any idea what other witness might be able 

to answer this question? 

THE WITNESS: No, I don't. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies, do you have any 

idea? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Mr. Hollies, do you 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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have any idea? 

MR. HOLLIES: Yes. If you have an 

operational question of that type, Witness Lewis would 

be the layperson to ask. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Okay. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Thank you. 

Are there any additional questions from the 

bench? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies, would you like 

some time with your witness? 

MR. HOLLIES: I would like a couple of 

minutes, please. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Okay. Why don't we take 

five minutes. Thank you. 

[Whereupon, a short recess was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies? 

MR. HOLLIES: The Postal Service has no 

redirect. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you. 

Mr. Harahush, that completes your testimony 

here today. We thank you for your contribution to the 

record, and you are now excused. 

(Witness excused. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Who is next? Mr. Koetting, 
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would you please identify your next witness so I can 

swear him in? 

MR. KOETTING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The 

Postal Service calls as its next witness Dennis 

Stevens. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Stevens, would you raise 

your right hand? 

Whereupon, 

DENNIS P. STEVENS 

having been duly sworn, was called as a 

witness and was examined and testified as follows: 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Please be seated. 

Mr. Koetting? 

(The document referred to was 

marked f o r  identification as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-15.) 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KOETTING: 

Q Mi-. Stevens, could you please state your 

full name and title for the record? 

A Dennis Paul Stevens, Central Economist, 

United States Postal Service. 

Q Mr. Stevens, I just handed you a document 

entitled Testimony of Dennis P. Stevens on Behalf of 

the United States Postal Service, which has been 
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designated as USPS-T-15. Are you familiar with that 

document? 

A Yes, I am. 

Q Was it prepared by you or under your 

supervision? 

A Yes, it was 

Q If you were to testify orally today, would 

this be your testimony? 

A Yes, it is. 

Q And there are Category 2 library references 

associated with your testimony? 

A Yes, there are. 

Q Could you please identify those for the 

record? 

A USPS-LR-K-78, USPS-LR-K-79, USPS-LR-K-80, 

USPS-LR-K-133. 

Q And it’s your intention to sponsor those 

library references in evidence as well? 

A That ’ s correct. 

MR. KOETTING: Mr. Chairman, with that the 

Postal Service would request that the testimony of 

Dennis P. Stevens on behalf of the United States 

Postal, USPS-T-15, and the associated Category 2 

library references be entered into evidence in this 

proceeding. 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct 

counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the 

corrected direct testimony of Dennis Stevens. That 

testimony is received into evidence. However, as is 

our practice it will not be transcribed. 

(The document referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-15, was 

received in evidence.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Stevens, have you had an 

opportunity to examine the packet of designated 

written cross-examination? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, I have. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: If the questions contained 

in that packet were asked to you orally today, would 

they be the same as those you provided in writing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, with one minor 

correction. The response to Advo/USPS-T-15-3, in the 

fourth line it reads, "If the carrier has previously 

scanned a stop section," and that should read 

"previously scanned a lot section." 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any additional 

corrections? 
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THE WITNESS: NO. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Counsel, would you please 

provide two copies of the corrected designated written 

cross-examination of Witness Stevens to the reporter? 

That material will be received into evidence and is to 

be transcribed into the record. 

(The document referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-15, was 

received in evidence.) 

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  
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ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-1. Please refer to LR-K-79. MDCD.SCAN6. Explain the 
distinctions, if any, in the following and how they were used to track individual 
sampled times to the specific cost pools in COSTPOOL2.FINAL and 
MDCD.CPSUM .FINAL. 

(a) Between TRAVEL and TOFROM 

(b) Between off-clock and off-street 

(c) 

(d) 

Between DELIVERY DDTRAVEL and DDTRAVEL DELIVERY. 

Between DELIVERY NETWORK and NETWORK DELIVERY 

ADVOIUSPS-T15-I response: 

a Please see USPS-LR-K-133. The elapsed time between two scans is 

allocated to TRAVEL if the first scan is Clock to Street and the second 

scan is a start activity scan or start section scan. or conversely, the first 

scan IS an end activity scan or end section scan and the next scan is 

Clock to Office. In these cases. the carrier has failed to scan either the 

Leave Office or Arrive Office scar, so the transition from PREP to 

TOiFROM or from TOiFROM to PREP IS not clear. CPFinaLsas, which 

produces MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL. reallocates TRAVEL time to PREP and 

TOiFROM based on the proportion of time in each pool. COSTPOOL2.xls 

does not have this reallocation Please note that this time is minimal. 

Off-clock is time due to lunch and emergency. Off-street is time due to 

breaks and other administrative time. The main distinction is whether the 

carrier is off the clock (and therefore not getting paid) during thi s t '  [me, or 

b .  
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whether the carrier is still on the clock during the time but not engaged in 

delivery tasks 

c -- d Please see USPS-LR-K-I33 
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ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-2. Referring again to MDCD.SCAN6, please explain why the 
following four scans are considered Prep and how one can determine that the 
carrier was clocked onto Street prior to the "administrative" interruption: 

63 - 18 Clock off Lunch - Clock to Street 
100 - 18 Clock off Break - Clock to Street 
11  7 - 18 Clock off Emergency - Clock to Street 
124 - 18 Clock off Other - Clock to Street. 

ADVOIUSPS-T15-2 response: 

Please refer to USPS-LR-K-133. 

considered PREP because the carrier has not yet scanned Clock to Street 

iritlicating that the carrier is still in the office. Any office time is included in PREP. 

The time between these two scan pairs is 
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ADVO/USPS-Ti 5-3. Referring again to MDCD.SCAN6, please explain the 
following scan times, whether there were actually some scans of this nature, and, 
if they were used. how they were used to track individual sampled times to 
specific cost pools in COSTPOOL2,FINAL and MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL. 

25 - 56 Leave Office -Arrive Office (NA) 
49 - 18 Clock Off Street - Clock to Street (NONSTRT) 
63 - 32 Clock off Lunch -Clock to Lunch (SPLIT) 
100 ~ 70 Clock off Break - Clock to Break (SPLIT) 
11  7 - 87 Clock off Emergency - Clock to Emergency (SPLIT) 
124 ~ 94 Clock off Other - Clock to Other (SPLIT) 

ADVOiIJSPS-T15-3 resoonse: 

Please refer to IJSPS-LR-K-133. The carrier is allowed to scan administrative 

activities ( i  e lunch. break, emergency. other) at any time. The time between 

any  €rid Adrniri - Start Admit? scan is assigned to delivery time if the carrier has 

previously scannecH3W section. indicating that the carrier is delivering in a route 

section If the carrier is on the street but not in a route section then the time in 

between administrative scans is assigned to Network travel time. However, if the 

carrier is on the street but has not yet arrived at the first activity or route section, 

then the time is assigned to travel TOFROM route. If the carrier is in the office 

then the time is assigned to PREP 

i & J - &  

The carrier was instructed to clock off street and then clock to street if 

sheihe is pivoting to another route The time is assigned to Non-Street 

When a carrier scans Leave Office and Arrive Office it is not possible to 

tell what the carrier did on the street. Therefore this time is assigned to the 'NA  

error pool 
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25-56 Leave Office ~ Arrive Office 

The table below shows the numbers of each scan pair, out of a total of 

1.276.063 scan pairs used in the analysis. 

271 
4 9 ~ 1 8  
63-32 
100 70 
11 7 87 
124 04 Clock Off Other ~ Clock to Other 404 

Clock Off Street ~ Clock to Street 
Clock Off Lunch ~ Clock to Lunch 
Clock Off Break - Clock to Break 
Clock Off Emergency - Clock to Emergency 
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ADVOIUSPS-T15-4. Referring again to MDCD.SCAN6, please use some 
examples to explain how the cost pool assignments were made for: 

Splits 
Delivery Section NA 
Delivery Network and Network Delivery 
DDTravel Delivery 

AD\IQilJSPS-T15-4 response: 

Please refer lo USPS-LR-K-133 
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ADVOIUSPS-T15-5. On page 3 of your testimony, you state that 9.7% of the 
scanned time came from "invalid or error scans." 

(a) How much time (in hours and minutes) and how many scans does 
this figure represent? 

What was the proportion of scan pairs that was deemed invalid or 
erroneous? 

Please identify the top ten types of invalid scans along with the 
number of times they occurred and the amount of time they 
represent. 

Has the USPS determined how to avoid so many invalid or error 
scans for future data collections? If so, please explain. 

Does the USPS have plans to conduct a new CCSTS in the future? 

(bj  

(c j  

(d) 

( e )  

ADVOiUSPS-T15-5 response: 

a 9.7% is calculated as the ratio of the total weighted invalid scan time 

over the sum of this invalid scan time and the total weighted valid scan 

time. The total weighted invalid scan time, expressed in hours and 

minutes. equals 922.640 hours and 25 minutes. The equivalent, 

unweighted invalid scan time equals 19.873 hours and 47 minutes 

b The proportion of scan pairs deemed invalid equals 6 9% of the grand 

total count of recorded scan pairs 

c Please see the following table that lists the top ten invalid scan pairs 
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4 4 9 7 3 3 8  683 1M1854 135% 20 57% 

START PARCEL 

514 

START ACCOUNTABL 

CENTHAUAPAHTMtN 

BEGIN MOUNTFO 
42,067,470 725 228.324 1 27% 21 83% 

I I I I 1 

d The USPS has concluded that the invalid scan rate is de minimus 

given the huge volume of data collected. the number of potential 

scans. and the factors that contribute to the incidence of invalid scans. 

Invalid scans are a composite of many different types of error, 

including hut not limited to: the obvious operator error where the carrier 

chooses the wrong scan pair: error from scanner malfunctions or 

glitches (where data are lost). error emanating from carrier attempts to 

scan the correct barcode but misses and scans an inappropriate 

barcode unknowingly. and carrier error where the carrier attempts to 

scan the correct barcode but inadvertently, but knowingly, scans a 

wrong barcode. Although there are procedures where a carrier can 
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override a wrong barcode and enter manually the correct code, we did 

not allow this procedure for the study because of the problem of 

misassigning the additional time to the wrong time pool. The carrier 

was to immediately scan the correct barcode and continue with the 

survey In all of these examples. the invalid sequence would be 

isolated and only affect that portion of time for the carrier with the rest 

of the carrier's scans for the day unaffected and valid for the study. 

The decision to conduct a new study and its long-term implications are 

predicated on the PRC's response to the 2002 study. 

e 
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ADVOIUSPS-T15-6. Please refer to MCDCWEIGHTS.MASKZIPS.DATA in LR- 
K-78 In combination with page 2 of the text of LR-K-79, it appears that, for the 
167 sampled zips, there are: 

28 zip codes with less than eleven city letter routes 
131 zip codes with more than ten but less than sixty-one (city) letter 
routes 
8 zip codes with more than sixty (city) letter routes. 

Please confirm that these are the correct figures for the data used to 
develop MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS. If this is not correct, please 
provide the correct information. 

Were all routes and route-day data collected used to develop the 
MDCD CPSUM.FINAL.XLS result (other than “invalid or error” scan 
times)? If  not. please explain why. 

Please provide the crosswalk between the MASKZIP code identifiers 
found in LR-K-79 and the unique zip identifiers used by witness 
Bradley in LR-K-81. 

AD\JO/USPS-TI 5-6 response 

(a i  Confirmed 

(h i  All route-day data collected were used to compute the street-time 

percentages in rows 61 - 74 of MDCD CPSUM FINAL.XLS, with the 

exception of route-day data from records that reported no delivery mode 

for the route 

(c i  Please see OCNUSPS-T15-4 
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ADVOIUSPS-T15-7. If not already provided, please provide any other final 
CCSTS instruction manuals or guides or other hard-copy materials that were 
used by trainers. postmastersisupervisors, and/or carriers to determine how to 
collect the scan or volume data. 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-7 response: 

All written instruction material have already been provided. 
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ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-8. For all final data files given to witness Bradley, please 
confirm the following or if not able to confirm, please explain: 

(a) All time and volume data for all city letter routes (including city 
phantom routes) in each zip were included for each sampled day 

Zip volume data for each day included only volume carried out to the 
street by city carriers that day and included volume in bulkidirect 
deliveries 

( b )  

i c j  Only the time and volume data for sampled city letter routes were 
included 

AD?IOIUSPS-TI 5-8 resDonse: 

a Not Confirmed. The goal of the study was to include all city letter 

routes in each ZIP code for each sampled day. In practice, the goal of 

b 

including all the routes for all the sampled days was not reached. The 

reasons are many and not limited to: regular carriers on leave (annual 

or sick) replaced by carriers who had not been trained for the study; a 

route inspection: scanner malfunction: etc 

Not confirmed. ZIP volume data for each day was limited to the 

volume delivered that day. but that data did not include any bulk mail 

delivery volume. 

c Confirmed 
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ADVOIUSPS-T15-9. With respect to LR-K-79, please confirm the following. If you 
cannot confirm, please explain why not, and provide the correct information. 

(a) The number of zip-route-day observations in COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS is the 
same as were used to develop MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.DATA.XLS. 

(h) The masked zip codes in MDCD.WEIGHTS.MASKZIPS.DATA match those in 
COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS. and the weights in the former can be applied to the 
activity times (of the matched zip codes) in the latter file to provide population 
estimates of such times by delivery mode. 

(c) The population estimates developed from (b) above will match those in 
MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS. 

Response: 

a Not confirmed MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.DATA.XLS is based upon a slightly 

different algorithm than COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS for correcting missing or 

obviously erroneous route numbers (e.g. a route number that does not 

exist in the corresponding ZIP Code). This led to a small difference in the 

number of route-days. Consequently. 36.290 route-day records were 

aggregated over all the route days to produce 

MDCD.CPSUM FINAL.DATA.XLS. while 36.655 route-days are in 

COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS 

b Confirmed 

C Not confirmed Because of the change in the number of route-days. the 

time pools based upon COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS are slightly different than 

those based upon MDCD CPSUM FINAL.DATA.XLS. Below I present the 

time pools based upon MDCD CPSUM.FINAL.DATA.XLS. the time pools 

based upon COSTPOOL2 FINAL.XLS. and the difference. As you can 
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see, the differences are very small, always less than three-tenths of one 

percent and typically less than one one-hundredths of a percent. 
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ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-10 Please confirm that the observations from witness 
Bradley's TIMEPOOLMDATA PRN file (LR-K-81) are the same observations 
found in COSTPOOL2 FINAL XLS. with the exception that the zip code identifiers 
have changed If you cannot confirm please explain why not 

Response: 

Confirmed 
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OCNUSPS-T15-1. Please refer to your testimony at page 24, lines 8-9. You 
state, "Bulk delivery data were not used in the final analysis." 

d. Please provide all bulk delivery data in electronic form by encoded (as in 
file ALIGIZIPS PRN of LR-K-80) ZIP by route. If file PA159.PRN of LR-K- 
80 is complete and properly encoded to match ALIG?ZIPS.PRN, please 
so state. 
Please provide the number of bulk deliveries in electronic form by 
encoded ZIP. 

e 

Response: 

d 

in response to your question 4 of this set IS being revised today 

e Please see d 

Please see 4 a and pages 2 and 3 of USPS-LR-K-80, which, as explained 
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OCAIUSPS-T15-2. Please refer to LR-K-78. Excel file "volume entry 2002." 

a This file contains 35 Tabs labeled "CARRIER FORM" through "CARRIER 
FORM (35)." Are there any differences between these 35 Tabs? If so, 
please describe them. 

Response: 

a No 
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OCNUSPS-TI5-3. Please refer to your testimony at page 24, line 18. You 
state, "The volume data from the survey were collected at the HQ Help Desk. 
There the data were scrutinized for possible errors, omissions, and 
completeness. Questions were referred back to the local Study Coordinators 
who had their own copies as well as records of Delivery required volume 
reporting instruments at their disposal." 

a 

tl 

C 

' I  

i: 

Please provide a detailed description of procedures followed and tasks 
performed by the HQ Help Desk. 
Please provide copies of all instructions and training manuals provided to 
the HQ Help Desk. 
Please provide a detailed description of procedures followed and tasks 
performed by the Study Coordinators. 
Please provide copies of all instructions and training manuals provided to 
the Study Coordinators. 
Please provide a list and detailed description of "volume reporting 
inslrurnents at their disDosal." 

Response: 

;i The HQ Help Desk was cornprisetf of study coordinators that were versed 

in the training materials that are provided in USPS-LR-K-78. Their job 

was to provide administrative support to the coordinators in :he field and to 

validale that data collection forms sent in the from the survey had all the 

necessary labeling needed for data entry. This support included providing 

additional forms and information as lo how the data were to be assimilated 

and mailed If a question was asked by a study coordinator in the field to 

the nature of the data collection. the coordinator was provided a site from 

:he training manual If further insight was needed, :he caller was 

forwarded to me for clarification No formal log was kept of this activity 
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Moreover. they did not interact at ail with any of the carriers performing the 

survey. 

Please see my response to a. 

Please see my response to a. 

Pease see my response to a .  

As detailed in USPS-LR-K-80 on pages 1 and 2. most local offices' mail 

volumes were reported and retained in DOlS or DSIS. For the smaller 

offices other local mail volume reporting and recording systems were 

available to validate workloads reported during the survey. 

b.  

c. 

d .  

e. 
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OCAIUSPS-T15-4. Please refer to USPS LR-K-80 and the associated data files. 
The file AL161ZIPS.PRN was opened by importing the data into Excel. The first 
few lines of the file are reoroduced below. 

C h i  page 2 of USPS LR-K-80 you present a table extract from the 
A1 161ZIPS PRN File One of the headings is titled "Masked Zip Code" 

The first column of the file above, containing the ZIP Codes, has no 
entries similar to the entries in the column titled "Masked Zip Code" on 
page 2 of the library reference. To be specific, the "Masked Zip Code" 
entries are expressed with decimal points; there do not appear to be 
corresponding entries in AL161ZIPS.PRN. a few of whose lines are 
printed above. Please explain this discrepancy in detail in order that there 
is no problem in identifying routes. ZIP Codes, etc. on a consistent basis. 
In the case of PA159.PRN there seems to be an analogous situation 
detailed in part a , above. Please provide information similar to that 
requested in a .  
Do the ZIP Codes in PA159 PRN match those of ALlGlZIPS.PRN? 
None of the ZIP Codes-ither those presented above in the table nor the 
ZIP Codes on page 2 of USPS LR-K-80 appear to match with the ZIP 
Codes in Dr Bradley's databases TIMEPOOL MDATA.PRN, LFVOLUME 
MDATA.PRN. PAVOLUME MDATA.PRN. and DENSITY MDATA.PRN. 
Please explain how the ZIP Codes are matched or how the various ZIP 
Codes are related to Dr. Bradley's computations. 

Response: 

r) anti b The data in ALIGIZIPS PRN and PA159 PRN are correct except for the 

use of erroneous Zip identifiers in the Zip code columns (Column 1) New 

vcrmi is  of Al161ZIPS PRN and PA159 PRN that do have the correct Zip 

identifiers are being filed in a revised USPS-LR-K-80 

c Yes 
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d. The encryption in LR-K-80 covers the Zip Codes in the CCSTS database. Dr. 

Bradley makes use of a broader set of Zip Codes, the ones from the Census data 

base he uses to capture geographical data. Because of these additional Zip 

Codes. Dr. Bradley had to employ a more extensive encryption process than was 

reqiiired for LR-K-80. That is why the two sets of encryptions do not match. 

However, there IS a one-to-one mapping between the two sets of encrypted Zip 

Codes A hard copy concordance of the two sets of encrypted Zip Codes is 

attached to this interrogatory response. and an Excel version is attached 

electronically. 



Attachment to Response, OCAIUSPS-T15-4d 

Masked Zip Used 
on the LR-K-79 

and LR-KdO 
Scan-Time and 

Masked Zip Used 
on t h e  LR-K-79 

and LR-K-80 
Scan-Time and 
Volume Files -. 

1321 00 
1094 1 

1283 25 

-~ 

Masked Zip 
Used on the LR- 
K-81 Scan-Time 

and Volume 

994 64 
932 78 

~- 
- -~ 

900 51 
1014 15 
1377 00 

- 
~~ 

~~ ~ 

1106 16 
I108 48 

1032 56 
949 71 

1158 21 
1055 71 

~- 

9 7 769 
L-- 

c - -  
c- 

11074 
, 956 1 
--- 
L- 

1399 0c 
1063 72 c 

1 1016 15 

c- - 

11555f 
991 li 

c -~ 
-~ ~ 

112481 
12176E 
114311 
1094 61 
I IO8 94 

F -  - -  
- -  
1 

111344 
1208 t 

112721 
916 21 

1- -- - 
i- -- 
c-- 
I 1031 9L 
I 1113 1; 
, 1125 1; 

1157 3; 
11368L 

~- .. 

- -  
_ -  

946 8t 
975 4: 

1 1028 07 
I004 3, c 
111818 

F- 

I 

I 
1099 25 

i- 1040 3; 
~ 1017 3: L. 

Masked Zip 
Used on the LR- 
K-81 Scan-Time 

and Volume 
Files 

2222220 
691 5709 
8265880 

823126 
4224807 
3841890 
1352856 
7761044 
6566657 
9216792 
2418845 
7889371 
7366497 
5079251 
8365476 
51 19230 
1660939 
6222079 
893781 1 
7253903 
1797270 
7408660 

.. 61 23091 
2523329 
4017880 

- 

~ ~~ 

2516318 ' 
11 09097 
3170247 
8027586 
9785658 

2381912 

2330822 

Volume Files I Files 
1148.45 I 3637100 



1308 00 9231238 
j 1151 5 
! 1090 85 

1207 ~~ 31 
948 66 

8767371 
371 1526 

4826943 
~ 3109561 ~~ 

1123 I 723582 
1125.39 I 5656871 

1191 6 9  2409668 

1095 13 7595552 
1288 00 I 6103170 

1325.00 3333330 

11 35.37 9680073 

- 

110036 2958650 

1024 34 533551 7 
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OCNUSPS-T15-6. Please refer to the SAS program CPFINAL in USPS LR-K- 
79 
a 
b 

c 

I 

fJ 

' 

Please provide the program LOG. 
Please explain the useimeaning of the computer code TOD = INPUT 
(CTIME, TIME%): this code is two lines above the comment "Generate 
Scan Pairs". 
The Library Reference does not appear to have a file DATACOLL. a 
database referenced in the SAS program CPFINAL. Please provide the 
file and a listing of headings and the definition of the headings. In the 
event that the requested file is presented under a similar or other name in 
USPS LR-K-79. please explain the file in detail. 
The Library Reference does not appear to have a file POOLS, a database 
referenced in the SAS program CPFINAL. Please provide the file and a 
listing of headings and the definition of the headings. In the event that the 
requested file is presented under a similar or other name in USPS LR-K- 
79. please explain the file in detail 
The Library Reference does not appear to have a file WEIGHTS. Please 
provide the file and a listing of headings and the definition of the headings. 
In the event that the requested file is presented under a similar or other 
name in USPS LR-K-79, please explain the file in detail. 
The program references a file denoted as "Weights". Is this the Weights 
file in the Library Reference? 

Response: 

ii The program LOG for CPFINAL is as follows 

N O T E  The inilializalion phase used 0 07 CPU seconds and 7440K 
1 DATA MDCD 
2 INFILE DATACOLL 

< INPUT 
4 @ l  DATE hlMDDYY8 
i a10 RTEZIP 7 2 
t Dl8 SCANZIP 7 2 
7 6 2 8  ROUTENO S2 
,Y @30 EMP S4 
(4 Q3J CTIME S8 
1 0  @42 ONFRAME 1 
11 'El43 DELMODE S1 - ~~~~ ~ 

12 , 9 4 3  BARCODE 3 
1 3 8@47BCURB 5 
14 @52 BNDCBU 5 
15 @57BCENT 5. 
16 '@62BOTHR 5 
11 Bf i7RCURB 5 
18 @72 RNDCBU 5 
19 (a77 RCENT 5 
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21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 

@87 ROUTE $8.: 
TOD=INPUT(CTIME.TIME8.); 
IF DELMODE = " THEN DELMODE = 'X', .....~.ff.ff.. ..........,.~~.**~~.~.....*.........*..~. f.. GENERATE SCAN PAIRS .... .......~~*.........*..-.~*~~.~..*........~*.*.*..*~... 
'THIS GROUP OF CODE NUMBERS EACH OBSERVATION IN 
A DATE/ZiP:ROUTE/EMP SEQUENTIALLY: 

NOTE The infile DATACOLL IS. 

Dsname=H30005 MDCD.ARCHIVE.SUBSET.V4MASK.DATA, 
Unit=3390.Volume=TOABL6,Disp=SHR.Blksire3500, 
Lrecl= 1 00, Recfm= FB 

NOTE 1317755 records were read from the infile DATACOLL. 
NOTE The data set WORK.MDCD has 1317755 observations and 19 variables. 
NOTE The DATA slatemenl used 33.83 CPU seconds and 8526K. 

3 0 
31 
32 
33 RETAiN COUNTER: 
34 
35 ELSE COUNTER+l: 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 

NOTE 136 cylinders dynamically allocated on SYSDA for each of 3 sort work data sets 
NOTE There were 131 7755 observations read from the data set WORK.MDCD. 
NOTE The data sel WORK.MDCD has 131 7755 observalions and 19 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 5 93 CPU seconds and 8636K. 

42 DATA M; SET MDCD. BY DATE SCANZIP ROUTE EMP; 
43 INFORMAT PTOD ETOD TIME8 
44 IF FIRST EMP THEN DO. 
45 PZIP= 
46 PROUTE =" 'I. 
47 PEMP= " ". 
48 PDATE = 
49 PTOD = 
50 PBARCODE = 
51 END. 
52 ETOD = TOD-PTOD 
53 ZIP1 = PZIP. 
54 ROUTE1 = PROUTE. 
55 EMPl  = PEMP. 
56 DATE1 = PDATE. 
57 BARCODE1 = PEARCODE. 

PROC SORT DATA=MDCD: BY DATE SCANZIP ROUTE EMP TOD: 

DATA MDCD: SET MDCD; BY DATE SCANZIP ROUTE EMP; 

IF FIRST EMP THEN COUNTER.1 

I. 

. i  ............................................................ 
* * * *  LOOK AT SCAN PAIRS AND DETERMINE IF VALlDilNVALlD *+**: 

* + * *  SAVE PRIOR TWO RECORD VARS FOR LATER USE l l f . .  

......f.f.....f..........ttt.............................~.. 
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58 PZlP = SCANZIP: 
59 PROUTE = ROUTE: 
60 PEMP = EMP. 
61 PDATE = DATE; 
62 PTOD = TOD : ~~ 

63 PBARCODE= 'BARCODE: 
64 RETAIN PZlP PROUTE PDATE PTOD PEMP PBARCODE; 
65 
66 IF ETOD 7 .  THEN DELETE: 
67 TlMEDAY=PUT(TOD.TIME.), 
6W PTIME=PUT(PTOD.TIME.): 

NOTE Missing values were generated as a result of performing an operation on missing values 
Each place IS  given by. (Number of limes) a l  (Line):(Column). 
41692 a1 52 16 

NOTE Therc were 1317755 observations read from the data set WORK.MDCD. 
NOrE The data sel W0RK.M has I276063 observations and 33 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 22.38 CPU seconds and 8778K. 

6!i PROC DATASETS. 
.....Directory...-. 

Libref. WORK 
Engine: BASE 
Physical Name: 
Unit. DISK 
Volume: S 1 W050 
Disposition. NEW 
Device: 3390 
Blocksize 27648 
Blocks per Track 2 
Total Library Blocks 21000 
Tolal Used Blocks: 16905 
Total Free Blocks: 4095 
Highesl Used Block 16905 
Highest Formatted Block 16906 
Members. 3 

SY SO506 1 T 140630.RAOO0.H30005E.ROA 16 186 

69 ' DELETE MDCD, 
70 
71  ......................*..................................... 

..*. 72 ... FIRST GO THROUGH SCANS AND FIX DUPLICATE 
7 3  * * *  BARCODE NUMBER PROBLEM FOR COLLECTION BARCODES *** :  
74 ... PROBLEM WAS DUE TO INCORRECT BARCODES IN EARLY ***: 

If. 7s 
76 

'" VERSION OF TRAINING BOOKLET ........................*......_......................~~...*. 
NOTE Deleting WORK MDCD (memlype=DATA) 

77 DATA M. SET M. 
78 
79 
80 

RETAIN GENCOLL EXPCOLL CNTGEN CNTEXP GENEND EXPEND 0; 
IF BARCODE1=322 AND BARCODE=353 THEN BARCODE=391; 
IF BARCODE1=339 AND BARCODE=360 THEN BARCODE=407; 
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81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 

88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
9 7 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
1 f l 1  
102 
103 
104 
105 

107 

109 
110 
111 
112 
1 1 3  
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
1lY 
120 
121 

81 

i n 6  

I ae 

IF BARCODE1=360 AND LAGl(BARCODE)=407 THEN BARCODE1=407; 
IF BARCODE1=353 AND LAGl(BARCODE)=391 THEN BARCODE1=391~ 
IF BARCODE1.322 AND 

(BARCODE=70 OR BARCODE=87 OR BARCODE=32 OR 
BARCODE.94) THEN GENCOLL.1; 
ELSE GENCOLL=O; 

IF BARCODE1.339 AND 
(BARCODE=70 OR BARCODE=87 OR BARCODE=3? OR 
BARCODE=94) THEN EXPCOLL=l; 
ELSE EXPCOLL=O: 

(BARCODE=100 OR BARCODE=117 OR BARCODE=124 
OR BARCODE=63) THEN GENCOLLZl; 
ELSE GENCOLL=O; 

(BARCODE=100 OR BARCODE=117 OR BARCODE=124 
OR BARCODE=63) THEN EXPCOLL=l: 
ELSE EXPCOLL=O: 

IF GENCOLL=l AND BARCODE=353 AN0 
(BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODEl=117 OR BARCODE1=1?4 
OR BARCODE1=63) THEN DO. 
BARCODE2391 : 
GENCOLL.0. 
END, 

IF EXPCOLL.1 AND BAHCODE=360 AND 
(BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODEl=l l7  OR BARCODE1=124 
OR BARCODE1.63) THEN DO, 
BARCODE=407. 
EXPCOLL=O. 
END: 

IF GENCOLL.1 AND 

IF EXPCOLL.1 AND 

DROP GENCOLC EXPCOLL. 
"NOT A LUNCHIBREAKIEhlG OR AN END COLLECTION -NOT 
ALLOWED AFTER START COLLECTION': 
* END FIX DUPLCATE BARCODES. ............................................................ ... * f f  MERGE IN COST POOL DEFINITIONS ... NEED TO CHOOSE FROM ALTERNATE DEFINITION 

FOR CERTAIN SCANS BASED ON WHETHER INSIDE 
OR OUTSIDE A ROUTE SECTION 
OR OTHER CONDITIONS 

***; 
I**;  ... ... .... ... .... ........................................................... 

NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from Ihe data set W0RK.M. 
NOTE The data sel WORK M has 1276063 observations and 37 variables. 
NOTE The DATA slatement used 4 59  CPU seconds and 9176K. 

122 DATA POOLS: INFILE POOLS 
123 INPUT BARCODE1 BARCODE CP S: 

NOTE The infile POOLS is 
Dsname=H30005 MDCD SCAN6 TEXT, 
Unil=33Y0.Volurne=T0AA7.Disp=SHR,Blksize=6?33, 
Lrecl=256,Recfm=VB 
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NOTE: 532 records were read from the infile POOLS. 
The minimum record length was 10. 
The maximum record length was 25. 

NOTE: The data set WORK.POOLS has 532 observations and 3 variables 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0 02 CPU seconds and 9176K. 

124 

NOTE 247 cylinders dynamically allocated on SYSDA for each of 3 sort work data sets. 
NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set W0RK.M. 
NOTE The data set WORK M has 1276063 observations and 37 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 8.07 CPU seconds and 9176K. 

125 PROC SORT DATA=POOCS: BY BARCODE1 BARCODE; 

NOTE There were 532 observations read from the data set WORK.POOLS. 
NOTE The data set WORK POOLS has 532 observations and 3 variables. 
NOrE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.00 CPU seconds and 9176K. 

PROC SORT DATA=M: BY BARCODE1 BARCODE: 

116 
127 IF Mhl=l 

DATA hlPOOL MERGE M (IN=MM) POOLS BY BARCODE1 BARCODE 

NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set W0RK.M. 
NOTE There were 532 observations read from Ihe dala set WORK POOLS. 
NOTE The data set WORK MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 38 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 8 53 CPU seconds and 9304K. 

1211 PROC DATASETS. 
.....Directory ..... 

Libref WORK 
Engine BASE 
Physical Name SYSO5061 T 140630.RAOOO.H30005E.ROA16186 
Unit DISK 
Volume SlW050 
Disposition. NEW 
Device: 3390 
Blocksize. 27648 
Blocks per Track. 2 
Total Library Blocks 42000 
Total Used Blocks: 24204 
Total Free Blocks 17796 
Highest Used Block 24204 
Highest Formatted Block 24204 
Members 4 

128 ' DELETE M. 

NOTE Deleting WORK M (memtype=DATA) 
NOTE The PROCEDURE DATASETS used 0 01 CPU seconds and 9304K 
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129 
130 
131 
132 
133  
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
143 
145 
146 
147 
138 
139 
150 
151 
152 
153 

PROC SORT DATA=MPOOL: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTE EMP TOD: ............................................................ 
.++ 

.+. ... ... 

..f ... ... ... ... ... ... 

.... 
ff.. 

SET FLAGS FOR DETERMINING COST POOL 
WHEN ALTERNATE ASSIGNMENTS POSSIBLE 

.+* INSIDE ROUTE SECTION: 

SECTIONS START END 
FOOT (PBL) 148 179 
CURBLINE 155 186 
CENTRAL 209 230 
DISMOUNT 261 292 
VIM 216 247 
NDCBU 193  223 

ENDS AT END SECTION OR ANY OTHER START SECTION *+*: 
+.* .... 

**.. 
.*. ... .... 

.*. 
.+*, 

'+*  IN AN ACTIVITY: 

' * *  ACTIVITY START END 
* * +  RELAY 315 346 
* * *  GENERAL COLLECTION 322 391 

EXPRESS COLLECTION 339 407 
'* '  PARCEL DELIVERY 353 377 
' * '  ACCOUNTABLE DEL 360 384 
' * '  OTHER FLAGS. 
* * *  LEAVE OFFICE 25 
* * *  AT DEV PARK PT 254 285 

ENDS AT AN END ACTIVITY OR ANY NON-ADMIN SCAN *** 
I.+. .... .... 

.**. 
.**. 

*.+ 

.f. 

.*. .... 

NOTE 255 cylinders dynamically allocated on SYSDA for each of 3 sort work data sets 
NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set WORK MPOOL 
NOTE The data set WORK MPOOL has 1276063 observatlons and 38 vanables 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 8 68 CPU seconds and 9304K 

154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 

DATA MPOOL. SET MPOOL. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTE EMP: 
RETAIN FOOT CURB CENT MOUNT VIM NDCBU 

RELAY GENCOLL~EXPCOLL PARC ACCT DEVPKPT 
LEAVEOFC 0. 

POOL = CP. 
IF POOL= ' 
ELSE IF POOL-' ' THEN POOL='NA'. 

' THEN POOL='NA'. 

............................................................. 
'SOME COST POOL ASSIGNMENTS ARE CONDITIONAL BASED ON INSIDE : 
'OUTSIDE ROUTE SECTION OR OTHER CONDITIONS. FIRST SET FLAGS: 
'TO KNOW WHAT ROUTE SECTIONIACTIVITY IS CURRENT ............................................................. 

IF FIRST EMP THEN DO. 
FOOT=O. CURB=O. CENT=O MOUNT=O: VIM=O: NDCBU=O: 
RELAY.0. GENCOII=O EXPCOLl=O. PARC=O: ACCT.0: 
LEAVEOFC=O. DEVPKPT.0. 
END. 

'START ROUTE SECTION, 
IF BARCODEI. 148 THEN DO; 'FOOTiLOOP SECTION START: 

FOOT.1: CURB.0. CENT.0. MOUNT=O: VIM=O: NDCBU=O: 
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176 
177 
178 
179 
1RO 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
1 ?IO 
191 
192 
193 
134 
195 
1 %  
1 'J 7 
198 
199 
;'(:io 
201 
202 
293 
204 
?05 
'Ob 
?(J 7 
206 
209 
210 
2 1  1 
312 
213 
214 
215  
216 
? 1 7  
218 
219 
220 
2 2  1 
?2Z 
723 
?2.1 
2'25 
226 
2 2 7  
22R 

RELAY=O: GENCOLL=O: EXPCOLL=O: PARC=O: ACCT=O; 
END; 

FOOT=O: CURB=l; CENT=O: MOUNT=O; VIM=O; NDCBU=O; 
RELAY=O. GENCOLL=O: EXPCOLL=O; PARC=O: ACCT=O: 
END; 

FOOT=O: CURB.0; CENT.0; MOUNT=O: VIM=O: NDCBU=l: 
R E L A Y 4  GENCOLL.0. EXPCOLL=O: PARC=O: ACCT=O; 
END: 

F O O T 4  CURB=O: CENT.1. MOUNT.0; VIM=O; NDCBU=O. 
RELAY.0. GENCOLL.0. EXPCOLL=O; PARC=O: ACCT=O; 
END. 

If BARCODEl= 216 THEN DO: 'VIM: 
FOOT.0. CURB=O: CENT.0: MOUNT=O; VIM=l; NDCBU=O; 
RELAY.0. GENCOLL=O: EXPCOLL=O: PARGO: ACCT=O: 
END: 

FOOT=O CURB=O. CENT=O: MOUNT=l: VIM=O: NDCBU=O; 
R E L A Y 4  GENCOLL.0. EXPCOLL=O: PARCO: ACCT=O: 
END: 

IF BARCODEl= 155 THEN DO: 'MOUNTED-CURBLINE; 

IF BARCODE1 = 193 THEN DO: 'NDCBU; 

IF BARCODEl= 209 THEN DO; *CENTRAL: 

IF BARCODEl= 261 THEN DO. 'DISMOUNT: 

'START ACTIVITY: 
IF BARCODE1=315 THEN RELAY.1 
IF BARCODE1=322 THEN GENCOLL.1: 
IF BARCODE1=339 THEN EXPCOLL=l: 
IF BARCODE1=353 THEN PARC.1 
IF BARCODE1=360 THEN ACCT.1: 
IF BARCODE1=25 THEN LEAVEOFC=l, 

'ARRIVE AND LEAVE DEVIATION PARK POINT: 
IF BARCODE1=254 THEN DEVPKPT-1, 'ARRIVAL AT DEV PK PT: 
IF BARCODE1=285 THEN DEVPKPT.2: 'LEAVE DEV PK PT: 

'FINISH ROUTE SECTION - ALL ACTIVITIES END TOO; 
IF BARCODEI. 179 OR BARCODE1=186 OR BARCODE1=223 OR 

BARCODE1=230 OR BARCODE1.247 OR BARCODE1=292 THEN DO: 
'FINISH SECTION. 
FOOT.0. CURB=O. CENT.0, MOUNT.0. VIM=O; NDCBU=O: 
RELAY.0. GENCOLL.0, EXPCOLL.0: PARC.0, ACCT=O: 
DEVPKPT.0. LEAVEOFC.0 
END, 

'END ACTIVITY 
NON-ADMIN SCAN. 
IF RELAY.1 THEN DO 

END IF REACH END ACTIVITY SCAN OR ANY 

IF BARCODE1.315 THEN RELAY=l: 
ELSE If BARCODE1=346 THEN RELAY.0: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 32 THEN RELAY=l 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 6 3  THEN RELAY=l 
ELSE IF BARCODElI  70 THEN RELAY=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl. 87 THEN RELAY.1: 
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229 
230 
231 
232 
233 
234 
235 
236 
237 
238 
239 
240 
24 I 
242 
243 
244 
245 
246 
247 
248 
249 
250 
251 
252 
253 
254 
255 
256 
257 
258 
259 
260 
261 
262 
263 
264 
265 
266 
267 
268 
269 
270 
271 
272 
273 
274 
275 
2 76 
277 
278 
279 
280 
281 

ELSE IF BARCODEl= 94 THEN RELAY=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 100 THEN RELAY=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 117 THEN RELAY=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN RELAY=l: 
ELSE R E L A Y 4  
END. 

IF BARCODE1=322 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODE1=391 THEN GENCOLL=O; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 32 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 63 THEN GENCOLL=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 100 THEN GENCOLL=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 117 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 94 THEN GENCOLL.1; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 87 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI= 70 THEN GENCOLL=l: 
ELSE GENCOLL=O: 
END. 

IF BARCODE1=339 THEN EXPCOLL.1: 
ELSE IF BARCODE1=407 THEN EXPCOLL=O: 

IF GENCOLL.1 THEN DO: 

IF EXPCOLL.1 THEN DO: 

ELSE IF BARC3DE1= 32 THEN EXPCOLL=l; 
FLSE IF BARCODEI. 63 THEN EXPCOLL=l: ~~-~ ~ ~~ ~ ~~ 

ELSE IF BARCODE1=100 THEN EXPCOLL=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl=117 THEN EXPCOLL=l. 
ELSE IF BARCODE1=124 THEN EXPCOLL=l. 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 94 THEN EXPCOLL=I. 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 87 THEN EXPCOLL=l. 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 70 THEN EXPCOLL=l: 
ELSE EXPCOLL=O: 
END. 

IF PARC=I THEN DO. 
IF BARCODE1=353 THEN PARC-1 
ELSE IF BARCODEI-377 THEN PARC.0: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 32 THEN PARC.1: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 63 THEN PARC-1: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI= 100 THEN PARC=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 117 THEN PARC.1. 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN PARC.1: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI. 94 THEN PARC=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI. 70 THEN PARC=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI= 87 THEN PARC-1: 
ELSE PARC.0. 
END. 

IF BARCODE1=360 THEN ACCT=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODE1=384 THEN ACCT.0: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI. 32 THEN ACCT.1: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI= 63 THEN ACCT=I. 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 70 THEN ACCT.1: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI. lOOTHENACCT=I: 
ELSE IF BARCODEI. 117 THEN ACCT=I: 

IF ACCT=I THEN DO: 
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282 
283 
284 
285 
286 
287 
288 
289 
290 
291 
29? 
293 
29.1 
2‘35 
2915 
297 
298 
299 
300 
301 
302 
303 
304 
305 
306 
307 
308 

310 
31 1 
312 
313 
314 
315 
316 
31 7 
318 
319 
320 
’32 1 
3-22 
323 
325 
325 
326 
327 
328 
329 
330 
331 
332 
333 
334 

309 

ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN ACCT=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 94 THEN ACCT=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 87 THEN ACCT=l; 
ELSE ACCT.0: 
FNn. -. 

‘END LEAVE OFFICE AS SOON AS REACH ANY NON-ADMIN SCAN 
AFTER LEAVING OFFICE: 
IF LEAVEOFC=I-THEN Do; 

IF BARCODE1=25 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 70 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 32 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE IF EARCODEl= 63 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE IF BARCOOEl= 100 THEN LEAVEOFC=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 117 THEN LEAVEOFC=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN LEAVEOFC=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODEI= 94 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 87 THEN LEAVEOFC=l: 
ELSE LEAVEOFC=O: 
END 

’END DEVIATION PARK POINT AS SOON AS REACH ANY NON-ADMIN 
SCAN AFTER A DEVIATION PARK POINT SCAN; 
IF DEVPKPT.1 OR DEVPKPT=2 THEN DO; 

IF BARCODEl= 70 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 32 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 63 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl. 100 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 117 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 124 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl. 94 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT: 
ELSE IF BARCODEl= 87 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
ELSE DEVPKPT=O: 
END. .............................................................. 

.** FLAGS ALL SET NOW GO THROUGH SCAN PAIRS AND ***; ”. .... ASSIGN COST POOLS BASED ON FLAGS IF NEEDED .............................................................. 
‘END ADMIN START ANOTHER ADMIN: 
IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE.32) OR 

(BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE.70) OR 
(BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE.87) OR 
(BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE.94) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE.32) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE.70) OR 
(BARCODEl=100 AND BARCODE.87) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=94) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE.32) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=70) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=87) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=94) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=32) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=70) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=87) OR 
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335 
336 
337 
338 
339 
340 
34 1 
34 2 
343 
344 
345 
346 
34 7 
348 
349 
350 
351 
352 
35.1 
35.1 
355 
356 
35 7 
358 
359 
360 
36 1 
362 
363 
364 
365 
366 
36 7 

369 

371 
372 
373 
374 
375 
376 
377 
378 
379 
380 
38 1 
382 
383 
384 
385 
386 
387 

368 

370 

(BARCODEl=l24 AND BARCOOE=94) THEN DO; 
IF RELAY.1 THEN POOL='RELAY'; 
ELSE IF GENCOLL-1 THEN POOL= 'GENCOLL'; 
ELSE IF EXPCOLL=l THEN POOL= 'EXPCOLL': 
ELSE IF PAKC=l THEN POOL= 'PARCEL' ; 
ELSE IF ACCT=1 THEN 
ELSE IF FOOT=1 THEN 
El SE IF CIJRB=l THEN 

POOL= 'ACCOUNT' ; 
POOL= 'LOOPFOOT' 
POOL= 'CURBLINE' : ~~ ~~ . - ~  .. ~ 

ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL= 'CENTRAL' 
ELSE IF MOUNT=I THEN POOL= 'DISMOUNT' ; 
ELSE IF VIM=I THEN 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL= 'NDCBU' : 
ELSE IF (FOOT.0 AND CURB=O AND CENT=O AND 

POOL= 'VIM : 

MOUNT.0 AND VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND 
LEAVEOFC=O) THEN POOL= 'NETWORK' : 

MOUNT.0 AND VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND 
LEAVEOFC=l) THEN POOL= 'TOFROM' : 

ELSE IF (FOOT=O AND CURB.0 AND CENT=O AND 

ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL' ; 
ELSE IF DEVPKPT=I THEN POOL= 'PAKCACCT' , 
ELSE POOL= "A' : 
END. 

."END ADMIN - START SECTION'/ 
IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCOOE=148) OR 

IBARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=1551 OR .~~~ ~ ~~ 

iBARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=193i OR 
(BAKCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
(BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=216) OR 
(BAKCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=261) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODEI148) OR 
(BARCODE 1 = I  00 AND BARCODE. 155) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AN0 BARCODE=193) OR 
(BARCODEl=l@O AND BARCODE=209) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=216) OR 
BAR!:.IDFl -1UOAhD BARC0DF:Xl OR 
Q A K ~ O D F 1 = 1 1 7 A h D  CARCODt-14di 'L)R 
bAR.:.IDE1:117 AtiD BAR'30 l ) t= l55 i  OR , .~~~ ~~ ~~ ~ 

(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE.193) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
(BARCODEl=117 AND BAKCODE=216) OK 
(BAKCODE1=117 AND BAKCODE=261) OK 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=148) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=155) OR 
(8ARCODE1=124 AND BAKCODE=193) OK 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
(BARCODEl=124 AND BARCODE-216) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=261) THEN DO. 
IF LEAVEOFC=I THEN POOL = 'TOFROM' 
ELSE IF DEVPKPT.2 THEN POOL = 'DDTRAVEL' ; 
ELSE IF (CUKB=O AND CENT=O AND MOUNT=O AND 

VIM=O AND NDCBU.0 AND FOOT.0) THEN 
POOL= 'NETWORK' 
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388 
389 
390 
391 
392 
193 
394 
395 
396 
397 
398 
399 
400 
401 
402 
403 

405 
406 
407 
408 
409 
410 
41 1 
412 
413 
4 1 4 
.115 
416 
417 
418 
419 
420 
42 1 
422 
423 
424 
,125 
426 
427 
428 
429 
430 
431 
432 
333 
434 
435 
436 
437 
338 
439 
440 

404 

ELSE POOL = 'NA 
END, 

'END ADMlN -ARRIVE DEVIATION PARK POINT; 
IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=254) OR 

(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE.254) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=254) OR 
(BARCODEl=124 AND BARCODE=254) THEN DO: 
IF FOOT=l THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT' ; 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE' : ~~~ ~~ 

ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL' : 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT' ; 
ELSE IF VIM.1 THEN POOL = 'VIM ; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=.l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU' ; 
ELSE IF LEAVEOFC=l THEN POOL = 'TOFROM ; 
ELSE IF (CURB=? AND CENT.0 AND MOUNT=O AND 

VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT=01 OR 
DEVPKPT.2 THEN 
POOL='DDTRAVEL': 

GENCOLL=l OS EXPCOLL=l 
THEN POOL = 'NA. 

ELSE IF RELAY=l OR PARC=l OR ACCT=l OR 

ELSE POOL='DDTRAVEL': 
END. 

'END ADMlN -START RELAY. GEN COLL. EXP COLL; 
IF (BARCODEl=63 AND BARCODE=315) OR 

(BARCODEl=63 AND BARCOOE=322) OR 
(BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=339) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=322) OR 
(BARCODEt=tOO AND BARCODE=339) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
(BARCODEl-117 AND BARCODE=322) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=339) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE-315) OR 
(BARCODEl-124 AND BARCODE.322) OR 
(BARCODEl=124 AND BARCODE=339) THEN DO; 
IF FOOT=l THEN POOL ='LOOPFOOT': 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT.1 THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT': 
ELSE IF VIM=1 THEN POOL = 'VIM. 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU': 
ELSE IF LEAVEOFC.1 THEN POOL = 'TOFROM'; 
ELSE IF DEVPKPT=Z THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL': 
ELSE IF (CURB.0 AND CENT.0 AND MOUNT=O AND 

VIM.0 AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT.0 AND 
RELAY=O AND GENCOLL=O AND EXPCOLL=O 
AND PARC.0 AND ACCT=O) THEN 
POOL='NETWORK. 

ELSE POOL='NA, 
END, 
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44 1 
442 
443 
444 
445 
446 
44 7 
448 
449 
450 
451 
352 
453 
454 
455 
456 
457 
458 
459 
460 
4d 1 
462 

'END ADMlN - START PARCEL OR ACCT DELIVERY 
IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=353) OR 

(BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=353) OR 
(BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=353) OR 
(BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=353) THEN DO, 
IF DEVPKPT=I THEN POOL = 'PARCEL'. 
ELSE IF FOOT.1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT', 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'. 
ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL', 
ELSE IF MOUNT=I THEN POOL ='DISMOUNT' 
ELSE IF VIM.1 THEN POOL = 'VIM', 
ELSE IF NDCBU=I THEN POOL ='NDCBU': 
ELSE IF LEAVEOFC=I THEN POOL = 'TOFROM': 
ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL': 
ELSE IF (CURB=O AND CENT=O AND MOUNT=O AND 

VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT=O AND 
RELAY=O AND GENCOLL.0 AND EXPCOLL=O 
AND PARC.0 AND ACCT.0) THEN 
POOL='NElWORK. 

ELSE POOL='NA. 
END. 

463 
364 IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=360) OR 
465 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=360) OR 
466 IRARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=360) OR .. ,~ _. ~ 

467 iBARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE-360i THEN DO 
4d8 
369 
370 
471 
4 72 
473 
474 
375 
476 
477 
478 
479 
480 
481 
482 
483 
484 

386 
487 
488 
489 
490 
491 
492 
493 

485 

iF DEVPKPT=I THEN POOL = ,ACCOUNT: 
ELSE IF FOOT.1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE IF CURB.1 THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE': 
ELSE IF CENT=I THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT'. 
ELSE IF VIM.1 THEN POOL = 'VIM. 
ELSE IF NDCBU=I THEN POOL = 'NDCBU': 
ELSE IF LEAVEOFC=I THEN POOL = 'TOFROM': 
ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL'; 
ELSE IF ( C U R B 0  AND CENT.0 AND MOUNT=O AND 

VIM=O AND NDCBU.0 AND FOOT=O AND 
RELAY=O AND GENCOLL=O AND EXPCOLL=O 
AND PARC.0 AND ACCT.0) THEN 
POOL='NETWORK'. 

ELSE POOL='NA: 
END: 

'END ADMIN - END SECTION. 
IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 

BARCODE1.124) AND BARCODE.179 THEN DO 
IF FOOT=I THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'. 
ELSE POOL='NA: 
END. 

BARCODEI-124) AND BARCODE=186 THEN DO. 
IF CURB=I THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODEl=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
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494 
495 
496 
497 
498 
499 
500 
501 
502 
503 
504 
SO5 
506 
507 
508 
509 
51 0 
;51 1 
512 
51 3 
514 
51 5 
516 
'>I7 
518 
519 
520 
521 
1 2 2  
523 
524 
'125 
526 
i 2 7  
528 
529 
5317 
531 
531 
533 
534 
135 
536 
537 
538 
539 
540 
54 1 
542 
54 3 
544 
54 5 
546 

ELSE POOL='NA; 
END. 

IF (EARCODE1=63 OR BARCODEl=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODEl=124) AND BARCODE=223 THEN DO: 
IF NDCBU=I THEN POOL = 'NDCBU': 
ELSE POOL=,NA: 
END. 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR EARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND EARCODE=230 THEN DO: 
IF CENT.1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL' 
ELSE POOL='NA: ~~ 

END 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND EARCODE=247 THEN DO; 
IF Vlhl=l THEN POOL = 'VIM'. 
ELSE POOL='NA. 
END 

IF (EARCODE1=63 OR EARCODEl=IOOOR EARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND EARCODE=292 THEN DO 
IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT' 
ELSE POOL='NA. 
END 

'EI.0 :Llhl F, 
FI;(AH:OnF1 ~?ORRARCODE1=100OREARCODF1=117OH 

.FALL UEWAT O h  PARK PO NT. 
I ~~~ 

EARCODEl=124) AND BARCODE=285 THEN DO: 
IF DEVPKPT = 1 AND PARC.1 THEN DO: 

POOL='PARCEL': 
F N n  L..l. 

ELSE IF DEVPKPT.1 AND ACCT.1 THEN DO; 
POOL='ACCOUNT', 
END 

ELSE POOL='NA. 
END. 

'END ADMN ~ END ACTIVITY. 
IF (EARCODE1=63 OR EARCODE1=100 OR EARCODE1=117 OR 

BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE.346 THEN DO: 
IF RELAY.1 THEN POOL='RELAY'. 
END 

IF (BARCODEl=63 OR EARCODE1=100 OR EARCODE1=117 OR 
EARCODE;=124) AND EARCODE=377 THEN DO: 
IF PARC-1 THEN POOL='PARCEL': 
END. 

IF (EARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
EARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE=384 THEN DO; 
IF ACCT.1 THEN POOL='ACCOUNT': 
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54 7 
548 
549 
550 
551 
552 
553 
554 
555 
556 
557 
558 
559 
560 
56 1 
562 
563 
564 
56 5 
566 
567 
568 
569 
570 
571 
572 
573 
574 
575 
576 
577 
578 
579 
580 
58 1 
582 
583 
584 
585 
586 
587 
588 
589 
590 
591 
592 
593 
594 
595 
596 
597 
598 
599 

END; 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODEI=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE=391 THEN DO; 
IF GENCOLL=l THEN POOL='GENCOLL': 
END: 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE=407 THEN DO: 
IF EXPCOLL=l THEN POOL='EXPCOLL'; 
END: 

'LEAVE DEVIATION PARK PT  START ADMIN; 
IF BARCODE1=285 AND (BARCODE=32 OR BARCODE=7O OR 

BARCODE=87 OR BARCODE=94) THEN DO: 
IF FOOT.1 THEN POOL ='LOOPFOOT': 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL' 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT': 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU': 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL'. 
END. 

'END ACTIVITY - START ADMIN 
IF (BARCODE1=346 OR BARCODEl=377 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

BARCODE1=391 OR BARCODE1=407) AND 
(BARCODE=32 OR BARCODE.70 OR BARCODE=87 OR 
BARCODE=94) THEN DO. 

IF FOOT=l THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'. 
ELSE IF CURB.1 THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE': 
ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT': 
ELSE IF VIM.1 THEN POOL = 'VIM. 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU': 
ELSE POOL = 'NETWORK' 
END. 

'END SECTION WHILE NOT IN SECTION IS ILLEGAL: 
IF BARCODE = 179 AND FOOT-0 THEN POOL = 'NA; 
IF BARCODE = 186 AND CURB.0 THEN POOL = 'NA: 
IF BARCODE = 223 AND NDCBU.0 THEN POOL = "A; 
IF BARCODE = 247 AND VIM=O THEN 
IF BARCODE = 292 AND hlOUNT=O THEN POOL = "A: 
IF BARCODE = 230 AND CENT=O THEN POOL = "A: 

'START SECTION WHILE IN A SECTION IS ILLEGAL, 
IF BARCODE.148 OR BARCODE.155 OR BARCODE=193 OR 

POOL = 'NA:  

BARCODE=209 OR BARCODE=216 OR BARCODE=261 THEN DO; 
IF FOOT.1 OR CURB.1 OR NDCBU=l OR 
VIM.1 OR NDCBU.1 OR CENT=l THEN POOL='NA: 
END. 
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600 
601 
602 
603 
604 
605 
606 
607 
608 
609 
610 
61 1 
612 
61 3 
614 
61 5 
616 
61 7 
613 
619 
620 
62 1 
622 
623 
62.1 
625 
626 
0 2 7  
628 
629 
630 
63 1 
632 
633 
634 
635 
636 
637 
638 
639 
640 
64 1 
642 
64 3 
644 
64 5 
646 
64 7 
648 

'END ACTIVITY /START ACTIVITY; 
IF (BARCODE1=?46 OR BARCODE1=377 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

BARCODE1=391 OR BARCODE1=407) AND 
(BARCODE=315 OR BARCODE=322 OR 
BARCODEx339 OR BARCODE.353 OR BARCODE=360) THEN DO: 

IF FOOT=l THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT': 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL='CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL='DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL='VIM: 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU': 
ELSE POOL='hETWORK'; 
END. 

.LEAVE DEVIATION PARK PK - START ACTIVITY: 
IF BARCODE1=285 AND 
(BARCODE.254 OR BARCODE.315 OR BARCODE.322 OR 
BARCODE=339 OR BARCODE.353 OR BARCODE=360) THEN DO: 

IF F00T.1 THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT'. 
ELSE IF C U R B = l  THEN POOL='CURBLINE': 
ELSE IF CENT=1 THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT.1 THEN POOL='DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL='VIM': 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU'; 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL': 
END. 

'END ACTIVITY - ARRIVE DEVIATION PARK POINT: 

BARCODE1=391 OK BARCODE1=407) AND 
BARCODE=254 THEN DO, 

IF (BARCODE1=346 OR BARCODEl-377 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

IF FOOT.1 THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT'. 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL='CURBLINE': 
ELSE IF CENT.1 THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT.1 THEN POOL='DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL='VIM'. 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU': 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL': 
END. 

* THESE TWO SCAN PAIRS ARE SET LEGAL: 
IF BARCODElz353 AND BARCODE.384 THEN POOL='PARCACCT': 
IF BARCODE1=360 AND BARCODE.377 THEN POOL='PARCACCT'; 

IF POOL='N:A ' THEN POOL='NA. 

1.1 SUMMARIZE COST POOL TOTALS BY ROUTE~DAY +.. .. *..........................................*~~..~.**... . 

NOTE There were 1276063 observatlons read from the data set WORK MPOOL 
NOTE The data set WORK MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 52 variables 
NOTE The DATA statement used 10 97 CPU seconds and 9560K 
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649 DATA MPOOL, SET MPOOL. 
650 DROP FOOT CURE CENT MOUNT VIM NDCBU DEVPKPT LEAVEOFC 
651 
652 OUTPUT: 

PARC ACCT RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 

NOTE. There were 1276063 observations read from the data set WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 3.84 CPU seconds and 9560K. 

653 
654 
655 

NOTE. 263 cylinders dynamically allocated on SYSDA for each of 3 sort work data sets 
NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE. The data set WORK.MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 7 92 CPU seconds and 9560K. 

656 PROC MEANS DATA=hlPOOL NOPRINT. 
657 
658 VAR ETOD. 
659 OUTPUT OUT=MOUT SUM=: 
660 
66 1 
662 AND THE TOTAL TIME'/ 

NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set WORK.MPOO1 
NOTE The dala set WORK MOUT has 31 3571 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE MEANS used 6 50 CPU seconds and 9903K. 

663 PROC MEANS DATA=MPOOL NOPRINT. 

PROC SORT DATA=MPOOL. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO POOL: 

;'FIRST SUM UP THE COST POOL TIME FOR EACH ROUTE DAY'/ 

BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO POOL. 

:'ALSO SUM UP THE NUMBER OF DELIVERIES FOR EACH ROUTE DAY 

664 BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO. 
665 ID BCURB BNDCBU SCENT BOTHR RCURB RNDCBU RCENT ROTHR DELMODE. 
666 VAR ETOD 
667 OUTPUT OUT=TOTT SUM=TOTTIME 
668 
669 
670 
0 7  1 

NOTE There were 1276063 observations read from the data set WORK MPOOL 
NOTE The data set WORK TOTT has 36290 observations and 15 variables 
NOTE The PROCEDURE MEANS used 5 84 CPU seconds and 9903K 

672 
673 

'THIS NEXT SECTION GENERATES ONE RECORD FOR EACH ROUTE DAY 
WITH THE TOTAL TIME IN EACH COST POOL AS WELL AS TOTAL 
ROUTE DAY TIME AND ROUTE DELIVERIES'/ 

DATA LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 
NONSTRT PREP TOFROhl NETWORK DDTRAVEL TRAVEL 

6 74 RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
675 
676 SET MOUT 

PARCEL ACCOUNT PARCACCT OFFCLOCK NA ERROR. 
.~ 

677 IF POOL=,NETWORK, THEN OUTPUT NETWORK, 
678 
679 

ELSE IF PO0L:'DDTRAVEL' THEN OUTPUT DDTRAVEL, 
ELSE IF POOL='LOOPFOOT' THEN OUTPUT LOOPFOOT. 
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680 
68 1 
682 
683 
684 
685 
686 
687 
688 
689 
690 
691 
692 
693 
694 
695 
696 
697 

ELSE IF POOL='CURBLINE' THEN OUTPUT CURBLINE: 
El SF IF POOL='NDCRtJ'THEN OUTPLJT NDCBU: ~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~ _ _ _  
ELSE IF POOL=*VIM~HEN OUTPUT VIM; 
ELSE IF POOL='CENTRAL' THEN OUTPUT CENTRAL: 
ELSE IF POOL='DISMOUNT' THEN OUTPUT DISMOUNT; 
ELSE IF POOL='NONSTRT' THEN OUTPUT NONSTRT; 
ELSE IF POOL='PREP' THEN OUTPUT PREP, 
ELSE IF POOL='OFFCLOCK THEN OUTPUT OFFCLOCK; 
ELSE IF POOL='TOFROM'THEN OUTPUT TOFROM; 
ELSE IF POOL='RELAY' THEN OUTPUT RELAY: 
ELSE IF POOL='GENCOLL' THEN OUTPUT GENCOLL; 
ELSE IF POOL='EXPCOLL' THEN OUTPUT EXPCOLL; 
ELSE IF POOL='PARCEL' THEN OUTPUT PARCEL; 
ELSE IF POOL='ACCOllNT' THEN OUTPUT ACCOUNT 
ELSE IF POOL='TRAVEL' THEN OUTPUT TRAVEL; 
El SF IF POOL='PARCACCT' THEN OUTPUT PARCACCT: ~- .. 
ELSE IF POOL='NA THEN OUTPUT NA:  
ELSE OUTPUT ERROR, 

NOTE There were 313571 observations read from the data set WORK.MOUT. 
NOTE The data set WORK LOOPFOOT has 22276 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK CURBLINE has 14291 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK.NDCBU has 10323 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK VIM has 397 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK CENTRAL has 11 775 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK DISMOUNT has 17003 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK NONSTRT has 22764 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK PREP has 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK TOFROM has 30749 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK NETWORK has 30514 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK DDTRAVEL has 4492 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK TRAVEL has 10678 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK RELAY has 3167 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK.GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK EXPCOLL has 350 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCEL has 25788 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK ACCOUNT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCACCT has 4359 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data set WORK OFFCLOCK has 24714 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The dala sel WORK NA has 26157 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The data sel WORK ERROR has 0 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0 69 CPU seconds and 11567K. 

698 PROC PRINT DATA=ERROR (OBS=25): 
699 
700 

TITLE 'SCANS WITH NO COST POOL ASSIGMENT'; 

NOTE No observations in data set WORK ERROR 
NOTE The PROCEDURE PRINT used 0 00 CPU seconds and 11650K 

70 1 DATA NETWORK SET NETWORK NETWORK=ETOD DROP ETOD 

NOTE There were 30514 observations read from the data set WORK NETWORK 
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NOTE. The data set WORK.NElW0RK has 30514 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE- The DATA statement used 0.06 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

702 

NOTE. There were 4492 observations read from the data set WORK DDTRAVEL 
NOTE The dala sel WORK.DDTRAVEL has 4492 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

703 

NOTE There were 22276 observations read from the data set WORK LOOPFOOT 
NOTE The data set WORK.LOOPFOOT has 22276 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.04 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

704 DATA CURBLINE: SET CURBLINE: CURBLINE=ETOD; DROP ETOD: 

NOTE There were 14291 observations read from the data set WORK.CURBLlNE 
NOTE The data set WORK CURBLINE has 14251 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.03 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

705 

NOTE There were 10323 observations read from the data set WORK.NDCBU 
NOTE The data set WORK NDCBU has 10323 obsewations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA Statement used 0.02 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

706 DATA VIM SET VIM. VIM=ETOD DROP ETOD: 

NOTE There were 357 observations read from the data set WORK.VIM 
NOTE The data set WORK VIM has 397 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

7 0 7  DATA CENTRAL. SET CENTRAL. CENTRAL=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 

NOTE There were 11 775 observations read from the data set WORK.CENTRAL 
NOTE The data set WORK CENTRAL has 11 775 observations and 7 variables, 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.03 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

708 

NOTE There were 17003 observations read from the data set WORK DISMOUNT 
NOTE The data set WORK DISMOUNT has 17003 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.03 CPU seconds and 11650K 

705 

NOTE There were 22764 observalions read from the data set WORK.NONSTRT. 
NOTE The data set WORK NONSTRT has 22764 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA stalement used 0 04 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

710 DATA PREP. SET PREP. PREP=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 

DATA DDTRAVEL. SET DDTRAVEL; DDTRAVEL=ETOD; DROP ETOD. 

DATA LOOPFOOT: SET LOOPFOOT, LOOPFOOT=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 

DATA NDCBU: SET NDCBU: NDCBU=ETOD; DROP ETOD: 

DATA DISMOUNT. SET DISMOUNT. DISMOUNT=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

DATA NONSTRT: SET NONSTRT. NONSTRT=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 
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NOTE: There were 29369 observations read from the data set WORK.PREP. 
NOTE. The data set WORK PREP has 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA slatemenl used 0.05 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

71 1 

NOTE There were 24714 observations read from the data set WORK.OFFCLOCK 
NOTE The data set WORK.OFFCLOCK has 24714 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.05 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

-12 DATA TOFROM: SET TOFROM. TOFROM=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

NOTE There were 30749 observations read from the data set WORK.TOFROM. 
NOTE The data set WORK TOFROM has 30749 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA slatement used 0 06 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

7 1 3  

NOTE There were 3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY. 
NOTE The data set WORK RELAY has 3167 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA slatement used 0.01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

714 DATA GENCOLL. SET GENCOLL: GENCOLL=ETOD; DROP ETOD: 

NOTE There were 2091 observations read from Ihe data set WORK.GENCOLL. 
lIOTE The data set WORK GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 variables. 
FlOTE The DATA slatement used 0 01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

'15 DATA EXPCOLL. SET EXPCOLL EXPCOLL=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

NOTE There were 350 observations read from the data sel WORK.EXPCOLL. 
NOTE The data set WORK EXPCOLL has 350 observations and 7 variables. 
f iOT t  The DATA statement used 0 01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

716 

NOTE There were 25788 observations read from the dala set WORK.PARCEL. 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCEL has 25788 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0 05 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

7 1  7 

NOTE There were 22314 observations read from !he data set WORK.ACCOUNT. 
NOTE The data set WORK ACCOUNT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 

DATA OFFCLOCK; SET OFFCLOCK: OFFCLOCK=ETOD; DROP ETOD: 

DATA RELAY, SET RELAY: RELAY=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

DATA PARCEL. SET PARCEL. PARCEL=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

DATA ACCOUNT: SET ACCOUNT. ACCOUNT=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

NOTE The DATA stalement used 0 04 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

718 

NOTE There were 4359 observations read from the dala set WORK.PARCACCT. 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCACCT has 4359 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0 01 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

719 

DATA PARCACCT. SET PARCACCT. PARCACCT=ETOD: DROP ETOD: 

DATA TRAVEL. SET TRAVEL, TRAVEL=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 
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NOTE: There were 10678 observations read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL 
NOTE. The data set WORK.TRAVEL has 10678 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE. The DATA statement used 0.02 CPU seconds and 11650K. 

7 20 DATA NA: SET NA. NA=ETOD: DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 26157 observations read from the data set WORK.NA 
NOTE. The data set WORK.NA has 26157 observations and 7 variables, 

NOTE The DATA statement used 0.05 CPU seconds and 11650K 

72 1 

NOTE There were 30514 observations read from the data set WORK.NETWORK. 
NOTE The data set WORK.NETWORK has 30514 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE. The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.10 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

722 

NOTE There were 22276 observations read from the data set WORK.LOOPFOOT 
NOTE. The data set WORK LOOPFOOT has 22276 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE. The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.07 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

723 PROC SORT DATA=DDTRAVEL BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO, 

NOTE There were 4492 observations read from the data set WORK DDTRAVEL. 
NOTE The data set WORK DDTRAVEC has 4492 observations and 7 variables, 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 02 CPU seconds and 12418K 

724 

NOTE. There were 14291 observations read from the data set WORK.CURBLlNE. 
NOTE The data set WORK CURBLINE has 14291 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 05 CPU seconds and 12418K 

725 

NOTE There were 10323 observations read from the data set WORK.NDCBU. 
NOTE The data sel WORK NDCBU has 10323 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 04 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

726 PROC SORT DATA=VIM. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

NOTE. There were 397 observations read from the data set WORK.VlM 
NOTE The data set WORK VIM has 397 observations and 7 variables, 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 00 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

72 7 

NOTE. There were 11 775 observations read from the data set WORK.CENTRAL. 
NOTE. The data set WORK CENTRAL has 11775 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE. The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.04 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

PROC SORT DATA=NETWORK. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

PROC SORT DATA=LOOPFOOT: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=CURBLINE. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=NDCBU, BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

PROC SORT DATA=CENTRAL. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 
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728 

NOTE: There were 17003 observations read from the data set WORK.DISMOUN1. 
NOTE. The data set WORK DISMOUNT has 17003 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.05 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

729 

Ni3TE There were 22764 observations read from the data set WORK.NONSTRT 
N9TE The data set WORK NONSTRT has 22764 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.07 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

710 

NOTE There were 29369 observations read from the data set WORK.PREP 
NOTE The dala set WORK PREP nas 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.09 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

i 31 

NOTE There were 24714 observations read from the data set WORK.OFFCLOCK 
NOTE The data set WORK OFFCLOCK has 24714 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.08 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

n? 
NOTE There were 30749 observations read from the data set WORK.TOFROM. 
NQTE The data set WORK TOFROM has 30749 observations and 7 variables. 
FJOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 10 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

733 PROC SORT DATA=RELAY: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE There were 3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY 
NOTE The data set WORK RELAY has 3167 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 01 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

713 PROC SORT DATA=GENCOLL. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE There were 2091 observations read from Ihe dala set WORK.GENCOL1 
NOTE The data set WORK GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 01 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

775 PROC SORT DATA=EXPCOLL, BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

NOTE There were 350 observations read from the data set WORK.EXPCOLL 
NOTE The dala set WORK EXPCOLL has 350 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 00 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

736 

NOTE There were 25788 observations read from the data sel WORK.PARCEL 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCEL has 25788 observatlons and 7 variables. 

PROC SORT DATA=DISMOUNT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=NONSTRT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

PROC SORT DATA=PREP; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=OFFCLOCK: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

PROC SORT DATAzTOFROM: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=PARCEL: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 
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NOTE. The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.09 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

737 

NOTE. There were 22314 observations read from the data set WORK.ACCOUNT 
NOTE The data set WORK ACCOUNT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 07 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

738 

NOTE There were 4359 observations read from the data set WORK PARCACCT 
NOTE The data set WORK PARCACCT has 4359 observations and 7 variables. 
Ni3TE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0.02 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

739 

NOTE There were 10678 observations read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL 
NOTE The data set WORK TRAVEL has 10678 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 04 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

7.10 PROC SORT DATA=NA; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

W T E  There were 26157 observations read from the data set WORK.NA 
NOTE The dala set WORK NA has 26157 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 08 CPU seconds and 12418K. 

7 3  1 PROC SORT DATA=TOTT. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 
742 ,'MERGE IN COST POOL TOTALS SO ONE RECORD PER ROUTE DAY'/ 

PROC SORT DATA=ACCOUNT: BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

PROC SORT DATA=PARCACCT. BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO: 

PROC SORT DATA=TRAVEL, BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.TOTT 
NOTE The dala set WORK TOTT has 36290 observalions and 15 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 14 CPU seconds and 12418K 

731 DATA ALL. MERGE TOTT 
744 
745 
746 
7 4 7  BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO. 
738 IF NETWORK= THEN NElWORK=O. 

NETWORK LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNl 
NONSTRT PREP OFFCLOCK TOFROM RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
PARCEL ACCOUNT PARCACCT TRAVEL DDTRAVEL NA; 

?Jcl 
7 50 
751 
752 
75 3 
754 
755 
756 
757 
758 
7 59 

IF LOOPFOOT= THEN LOOPFOOT=O 
IF DDTRAVEL. THEN DDTRAVEL=O 
IF CURBLINE. THEN CURBLINE=O 
IF NDCBU= THEN NDCBU=O 
IF VIM= THEN VIM=O 
IF CENTRAL= THEN CENTRAL=O 
IF DISMOUNT= THEN DISMOUNT=O 
IF NONSTRT. THEN NONSTRT.0 
IF PREP= THEN PREP.0 
IF OFFCLOCK= THEN OFFCLOCK=O 
IF TOFROM. THEN TOFROM.0 

760 IF RELAY= THEN RELAY.0. 
76 1 IF GENCOLL. THEN GENCOLL=O. 
762 IF EXPCOLL. THEN EXPCOLL=O. 
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763 
764 
765 
766 
767 
768 
769 
770 
771 
77: 
7 7 1  
774 
775 
776 
7 7 7  

IF PARCEL=. THEN PARCEL.0; 
IF ACCOUNT=. THEN ACCOUNT=O: 
IF PARCACCT=. THEN PARCACCT=O: 
IF TRAVEL=. THEN TRAVEL=O: 
IF NA=. THEN NA=O: 
IF (PREP + TOFROM) GT 0 THEN DO. 

PREPN=PREP+(TRAVEL'PREP/(PREP+TOFROM)): 
TOFROMN=TOFROM+(TRAVEL'TOFROM/(PREP+TOFROM)); 
END, 

TOFROMN = TRAVEL, 
ELSE IF (PREP + TOFROM)=O AND TRAVEL GT 0 THEN 

TOFROM=TOFROMN: 
PREP=PREPN. 
PARCACCT=PARCACCT+PARCEL+ACCOUNT: ................................................................. 

t. t. 778 
779 

NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.TOTT. 
NOTE There were 30514 observations read from the data set WORK.NETWORK. 
NOTE There were 22276 observations read from the data set WORK.LOOPFOOT 
NOTE There were 14291 observations read from the data set WORK.CURBLlNE. 
NOTE There were 10323 observations read from the data set WORK.NDCBU. 
NOTE There were 397 observations read from the data set WORK.VIM. 
NOTE Jhere were 11 775 observations read from Ihe dala set WORK CENTRAL. 
NOTE There were 17003 observations read from the data set WORK.DISMOUNT. 
NOTE There were 22764 observations read from the data set WORK.NONSTRT. 
NOTE There were 29369 observations read from the data set WORK.PREP. 
NOTE There were 24714 observations read from the data set WORK.OFFCLOCK. 
NOTE There were 30749 observations read from the data set WORK.TOFROM. 
NOTE There were 3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY. 
NOTE There were 2091 Observations read from the data set WORK.GENCOLL. 
NOTE There were 350 observations read from the data set WORK.EXPCOLL. 
NOTE There were 25788 observations read from the data set WORK.PARCEL. 
NOTE There were 22314 observations read from the data set WORK.ACCOUNT. 
NOTE There were 4359 observations read from the data set WORK.PARCACCT. 
NOTE There were 10678 observations read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL. 
NOTE There were 4492 observations read from the data set WORK.DDTRAVEL. 
NOTE There were 26157 observations read from the data set WORK.NA. 
NOTE The data set WORK ALL has 36290 observations and 38 variables. 
NOrE The DATA statement used 2 41 CPU seconds and 13442K 

"'WRITE OUT ROUTE DAY FILE ................................................................. 

780 
78 1 
782 
783 
784 
785 
786 
787 
788 
789 
790 

DATA NULL SETALL 
FILE OUT2 
PUT RTEZIP DATE MMDDYY8 ROUTENO DELMODE 

BCURB BNDCBU BCENT BOTHR RCURB RNDCBU RCENT ROTHR 
LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 
NONSTRT PREP TOFROM NETWORK DDTRAVEL 
RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
PARCACCT OFFCLOCK NA TOTTIME ................................................................ 

' * * *  

* * * *  VOLUMES FOR VARIABILITY ANALYSIS 
THE ABOVE OUTPUT FILE GOES TO M BRADLEY TO MATCH WITH ***, 

ff. 
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f........fff.f...fl......*.~*.**...~~.~.~..~..***..*.~*......... 791 

*++' THE FOLLOWING CODE GENERATES THE COS: POOL PROPORTIONS '**. 

+***  TO USE IN THE CRA SPREADSHEETS .ff 

792 
793 
794 ..**...... t......ff~.*....~.......*~~~~..~....~.........***...*~. 

795 
796 SAMPLE WEIGHTS'/ 

NOTE. The file OUT2 is: 

/'THIS NEXT SECTION MULTIPLIES THE COST POOL TOTALS BY THE 

Dsnarne=H30005.MDCD.COSTPOOL.FlNAL.DATA, 
Unil=3390.Volurne=TOAAC7.Dlsp=NEW,Blksize=6000. 
Lrecl=300,Recfm=FB 

NOTE 36290 records were written to the file OUT2. 
NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.ALL 
NOTE. The DATA statemenl used 2.74 CPU secondsand 13474K. 

797 DATA WEIGHTS. INFILE WEIGHTS: 
798 INPUT RTEZIP WGT: 

NO1 E The infile WEIGHTS is. 
Dsname=H30005 MDCD.WElGHTS.MASKZIPS DATA 
Unil=3390,Volume=TOAA72,Disp=SHR,Blksizt?=6000. 
Lrecl=30,Recfm=FB 

NOTE 167 records were read from the infile WEIGHTS. 
NOTE. The data set WORK WEIGHTS has 167 observations and 2 variables 
NOTE The DATA statemenl used 0 01 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

799 

NOTE There were 167 observations read from the data set WORK.WElGHTS 
NOTE The data set WORK WEIGHTS has 167 observations and 2 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 00 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

800 

NOTE There were 36290 observations re2d from the data sel WORK ALL. 
NOTE. The data set WORK A IL  has 36290 observations and 38 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 24 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

801 DATA WAIL: MERGE ALL (IN=A) WEIGHTS: BY RTEZIP: 
802 IFA.1. 
803 IF WGT= THEN DELETE: 
804 IOOPFOOT=IOOPFOOT"WGT, 
805 CURBLINE=CURBLINE'WGT. 
806 NDCBU=NDCBU'WGT: 
807 VIM=VIM'WGT. 
808 CENTRAL=CENTRAL'WGT. 
809 DISMOUNT=DISMOUNT'WGT, 
810 NONSTRT=NONSTRT'WGT 
81 1 PREP=PREP'WGT: 
812 TOFROM=TOFROM'WGT, 
813 NETWORK=NETWORK'WGT: 

PROC SORT DATA=WEIGHTS. BY RTEZIP. 

PROC SORT DATA=ALL. BY RTEZIP. 
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814 
81 5 
816 
81 7 
818 
81 9 
820 
82 1 
822 
823 
824 
875 
826 
827 
H28 
H29 
830 
83 1 
832 
833 
834 
1135 
836 

ACCOUNT=ACCOUNT'WGT: 
TRAVEL=TRAVEL'WGT; 

NA=NA'WGT: 
TOTTIME=TOTTIME'WGT: 
/'APPORTION 'TRAVEL' TIME THAT COULD BE EITHER PREP OR TOiFROM 

TIME TO PREP AND TOiFROM BASED ON THEIR PROPORTIONS IN THE 
ROUTE DAY'/ 

IF (PREP + TOFROM) GT 0 THEN DO: 
PREPN=PREP+(TRAVEL*PREPI(PREP+TOFROM)): 
TOFROMN=TOFROM+(TRAVEL*TOFROMi(PREP+TOFROM)): 
END. 

TOFROMN = TRAVEL; 
ELSE IF (PREP + TOFROM)=O AND TRAVEL GT OTHEN 

TOFROM=TOFROMN: 
PREP=PREPN. 
PARCACCT=PARCACCT+PARCEL+ACCOUNT: 

NOTE Missing values were generated as a result of performing an operation on missing values. 
Each place is given by (Number of times) at (Line) (Column). 
4512at811 13 1151 at812:17 4512at82813 4512at832.18 

NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.ALL. 
NOTE There were 167 observations read from the data set WORK.WEIGHTS. 
NOTE The data set WORK.WALL has 36290 observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.29 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

83 7 
H 3 8 
83'3 
n.io 
84 1 
8 4 2  
64 3 

NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.WALL. 
NOTE The data set WORK WALL has 36290 observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE The PROCEDURE SORT used 0 24 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

PROC SORT DATA=WALL. BY DELMODE. 

................................................................. 
"'DO FINAL SUMMARY OF COST POOL TIMES BY DELIVERY MODE 
-"READ INPUT INTO A SPREADSHEET AND CALCULATE PROPORTIONS OF"': 
"'TOTAL TIME FOR ALL DELIVERY MODES 

** * :  

.... ................................................................. 

hJ4 PROC MEANS GATA=WALL NOPRINT. 
84 5 BY DELMODE. 
hJ6  VAR - 
ti3 7 
848 PREP TOFROM NETWORK 
84 9 RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
650 
85 1 OUTPUT OUT=WOUT SUM= 

LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 

PARCACCT DDTRAVEL NONSTRT OFFCLOCK NA TOTTIME 
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NOTE There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK WALL 
NOTE The data set WORK WOUT has 6 observations and 21 variables 
NOTE The PROCEDURE MEANS used 0 24 CPU seconds and 13474K 

852 DATA -NULL_: SET WOUT: 
853 FILE OIJTI: ~~. .~ . 
854 PUT DELMODE 
855 
856 PREP TOFROM NETWORK 
857 RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
858 

NOTE The file OUTl IS: 

LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 

PARCACCT DDTRAVEL NONSTRT OFFCLOCK NA TOTTIME: 

Dsname=H30005.MDCD.CPSUM.FlNAL.DATA, 
Unit=3390.Volume=TOAA57.Disp=NEW,Blksize=6000. 
Lrecl=300.Recfm=FB 

NOTE 6 records were written to the file OUTl 
NOTE There were 6 observations read from the data set WORK.WOUT. 
NOTE The DATA statement used 0.02 CPU seconds and 13474K. 

b The line in the CPFINAL.SAS 

TOD=INPUT(CTIME. TIME€%.) 

takes the string variable CTIME (read in the prior INPUT statement) and converts 

it  into the SAS internal representation for time This allows SAS to perform math 

calculations on the TOD variable including a calculation of the elapsed time 

between scans 

c - f Please see the program LOG listed in the response to 6a above. 

DATACOLL. POOLS. and WEIGHTS are not files. They are identifiers used to 

connect the SAS input statements to the datasets that these statements refer to. 

Thus. the statement "infile DATACOLL" at line 2 of the program LOG identifies 
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the input dataset that the statements in lines 3-21 of the LOG refer to. 

Moreover. the statements following line 29 of the LOG identify this input dataset 

as being MDCD.ARCHlVE.SUBSET.V4MASK,DATA. In the same manner, the 

statement "INFILE POOLS" at line 122 refers to the input dataset 

MDCD SCAN6.TEXT. and the statement "INFILE WEIGHTS" at line 797 refers lo 

the i n w t  dataset MDCD.WEIGHTS.MASKZIPS.DATA. 
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OCNUSPS-T15-7. Please refer to your testimony at page 3, lines 12-14. You 
indicate that invalid or error scan pairs accounted for 9.7% loss of time from the 
total of all scan seauences. 

a Your testimony seems to indicate that for the volume of mail analyzed you 
are unable to account for 9.7% of the time. Is this correct? If not. please 
explain in detail. 

Assuming that you are unable to account for 9.7% of the time to deliver 
the mail on the routes studied, have you performed or are you aware of 
any analysis of the impact of this lack of information on the volume 
variability calculations? If so, please provide such analysis. If not, why 
not? 

b 

Response: 

a This is not correct. The proposed methodology for calculating volume 

variable city carrier street time costs accounts for all carrier time. Recall 

that the methodology proceeds in four steps. First, the total accrued street 

time is determined Second. time pool proportions are applied against 

total accrued street time to form cost pools. Third, variabilities are applied 

to the cost pools to find volume variable costs. Fourth. a distribution key Is 

used to distribute volume variable costs to classes and subclasses. The 

9.7% error rate applies to the database that was used to form the 

proportions. Your question implies that the 9.7% was not used in forming 

the proportions. The 9.7% error rate actually represents time (from invalid 

scan sequences) that cannot be assigned to a time pool using the 

algorithm determined prior to the data collection and is set aside. It was 

anticipated that the incidence of invalid scan sequences would be 

relatively small with minimum impact on the conclusions derived from the 
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valid sequences. We feel strongly that the  low 9.7% error rate supports 

our contention. By setting the 9.7% aside, we infer that the distribution of 

the invalid sequences are congruent to the valid sequences; therefore. the 

proportions used to create the cost pools with or without the invalid scans 

are the same. The final calculated proportions add up to 100% All street 

time is accounted for. 

No such analysis has been performed nor is it needed. The variabilities 

are estimated for only two of the time pools, regular delivery time and 

parceliaccountable delivery time. Both variabilities are based upon 

econometric equations which are estimated on a sample of the data. The 

sample is sufficiently large to permit reliable estimation of both equations 

as indicated by their goodness of f i t  statistics. 

b 
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OCNUSPS-T15-8. The purpose of this interrogatory is to clarify the delineation 
of ZIP Codes and column headings. These questions relate to databases in 
USPS LR-K-78. USPS LR-K-79, USPS LR-K-80, and USPS LR-K-81 

Please refer to USPS LR-K-81. There are four databases in the library 
reference: Timepool MDATA, PA Volume MDATA, LFVolume MDATA 
and Density MDATA. Did witness Bradley obtain this data from any of 
your work? If the answer is yes. please identify the originating and 
destination databases. If your answer is no. please explain in detail. 

Please refer to the four databases in USPS LR-K-81, the databases used 
by witness Bradley in his analysis. Please trace the ZIP Codes between 
any of your databases and the databases used by witness Bradley. For 
example, the ZIP Codes for Al16IZIPS.PRN and PA159.PRN do not 
seem to dovetail with any of the ZIP Codes used in USPS LR-K-81 
Please exolain. 

In the case of USPS LR-K-79. do the values in the variable "Mask" in 
MDCD.WEIGHTS MASYZIPS.DATA correspond to ZIP Codes in any 
databases in USPS LR-K-80 or USPS LR-K-81? Please explain in detail, 
providing a mapping of ZIP Codes to all other databases referenced in the 
introduction to this interrogatory 

Column B of COSTPOOL2,FINAL XIS appears to provide ZIP Codes 
Please provide a mapping of the ZIP Codes onto other databases 
mentioned in the heading to this interrogatory. 

In USPS LR-K-79. for the database MDCD.ARCHIVE.SUBSET.V4MASK, 
please provide a mapping of the ZIP Codes to other databases referenced 
in the heading to this interrogatory 

In USPS LR-K-79. for the database MDCD.ARCHIVE.SUBSET.V4MASK. 
please provide column headings for the variables. 

In USPS LR-K-79, for the database MDCD.SCAN6, please provide 
column headings. 

Response 

a Y e s  Witness Bradley uses COSTPOOL2 FINAL XLS to generate 

Timepool MDATA PA159 PRN to generate PA Volume MDATA, and 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS DENNIS P. STEVENS 
ro INTERROGATORIES OF OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE. 

AL161ZIPS.PRN to generate LFVolume MDATA. Density MDATA does 

not rely on any data that I produce, rather on census data. 

Please refer to the response to OCAlUSPS-TI5-4. 

Please refer to the response to OCAIUSPS-TI 5-4. 

Please refer to the response to OCAlUSPS-TI 5-4. 

Please refer to the response to OCAIUSPS-T15-4. 

Please refer to the following excerpt from CPFINAL.SAS from USPS LR- 

K-79 for the column headers. 

.. .. ,.,. .. . . . . . . . , 

. , - . . . . 
.: . r . :  . ~ .  ; 

. . .. . , . 

. .. .~ ,..- . ..... . .  

. -. .. . . . . . .. . . . . . .  
. . ~ . .  . .  .. . 

~ - .. -. . . - . . , . 
.'L. ..? . i. . 

Column 1 -barcode 1 number identifier Column 2 - barcode 2 number 

identifier column 3 - assigned time pool 
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OCNUSPS-TI 5-9. On page 2 of "City Carrier Street Time Survey-Time Pool 
Datasets." USPS LR-K-79, you reference the file ACTIVITY.DEFINITIONS.DOC 
There does not appear to be such a named file. Please provide the file or 
indicate where it may be found. 

Response: 

ACTIVITY.DEFINITI0NS.DOC is the Appendix in USPS-LR-K-79, starting at 

page 7 
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OCNUSPS-T15-10 Is it correct that the Postal Service has provided encrypted ZIP 
code information for the city carrier delivery study? If so, please provide the actual ZIP 
codes that correspond with the encrypted ZIP codes OCA has no Objection to having 
this key furnished under protective conditions 

RESPONSE: 

Correct A crosswalk between encoded ZIP Codes and actual ZIP Codes has been 

filed as USPS-LR-K-136. and access to that library reference is governed by the 

protective conditions eslablished pursuant to Presiding Officer's Ruling No. R2005-1120 

(June 8, 2005) 
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OCNUSPS-T15-11. Please refer to CostPool2.final, found in Library Reference 
K-79. Columns D through K are labeled possible deliveries. 
a Please confirm that the possible deliveries are delivery points (Le., 

mutually exclusive locations for the receipt of mail which, however, may be 
contiguous). If you do not confirm, please explain. 
Are there any other possible deliveries that are not accounted for in a 
route--that is, any possible deliveries that are not included in the current 
data set? If your answer is affirmative. please explain and provide the 
data. 
Is i t  correct that if one sums for a specific day all of the possible delivery 
points as referenced in (a) and (b) for all routes in a ZIP Code, then one 
has all of the possible delivery points in the ZIP Code for that specific 
date? If your answer is not affirmative, please explain in detail. 
Is it correct that all of the ZIP Codes for which witness Bradley performs 
a n  analysis are represented in the CostPool2.final database? If your 
answer is negative. please explain in detail. 
Is it correct that the possible deliveries for each of witness Bradley's ZIP 
Codes can be found using the procedure outlined in (b)? Please explain. 

b 

C 

d 

e 

Response: 

a Confirmed 

b The possible deliveries in this data set are drawn from the Postal Servicek 

Address Management System and are the official measure of possible 

deliveries for each route. While the AMS is regularly updated and 

believed to be accurate. there could be deliveries that are no longer active 

and not known to the carrier. as well as new possible deliveries that have 

not yet been recorded in the database. This number is thought to be quite 

small. however. 

C Not confirmed See b 

d Yes 

e Part b does not outline a procedure The possible deliveries used by 

Witness Bradley for each Zip Code are the sum of the possible deliveries 
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for the routes within that Zip Code. These can be found in 

COSTPOOL2.FINAL. XLS. The sums of columns D through K are the 

Dossible deliveries for the route. 
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OCNUSPS-TI 5-12. Please refer to CostPool2.final, found in Library Reference 
K-79, 
a. Please confirm that columns N through R represent actual deliveries of 

mail in terms of numbers of pieces of mail, excluding parcels and 
accountables. If you do not confirm, please explain in detail. 
Is it correct that if one sums for a specific day all of the actual deliveries of 
pieces of mail for all routes in a ZIP Code, excluding parcels and 
accountables. then one has all of the actual deliveries of mail in the ZIP 
Code for that specific date? If you do not confirm. please explain in detail. 

b. 

Response: 

a Not Confirmed. Columns N through R are the total time spent delivering 

mail within curbline. NDCBU. VIM. Central and Dismount route sections 

No. see the response to a. The numbers of deliveries actually receiving 

mail are not recorded in Costpool2.Final.xls. The sum of columns D 

through K is the total of the possible deliveries for the route. Moreover, 

actual deliveries could include deliveries by carriers not included on the 

specific day because of lack of training, route inspections, etc 

b 
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OCNUSPS-T15-13. Please refer to page 1 of "City Carrier Street Time 
Survey-Time Pool Datasets" in USPS LR-K-79. The file 
"MDCD.Archive.subset.v4mask.data" reports data for over 1.3 million records. 
Some of the variables have been discussed, defined, andlor implicitly or explicitly 
referenced in various USPS filed documents. For purposes of clarity, please 
define each of the variables listed below, from RTEZIP through ROUTE. 

filenarnc datacoll '(: ',hr.idley21!05\lrk7ti MDCD Archive subset v4mask data':  

DATA MDCD: 
INFll I!: DATACOLL: 
INPlJ r 
{:Ql DATE '_':' 
'BlO ., RTEZIP 7.2 
' @ l E  SCANZIP 7.2 
t i l 2 8  ., ROUTENO : ,, 
&.$(! EMP : 
.'@ !.! CTIME . 
?&I.' \ ONFRAME 1 
@.!: DELMODE ,I 1 
(2,i-l BARCODE 2 .  
,@l 'BCURB ! 

\.Q'>; BCENT i. 

,' RCURB 5 .  

' T I '  ., RCENT 5. 

'Eii,ROUTE .~, : 

n - .  

Response: 

Please see OCNUSPS T-15 8f 
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OCNUSPS-T15-14. Please refer to page 1 of "City Carrier Street Time Survey- 
Time Pool Datasets" in USPS LR-K-79. You list the file "Barcode.Scans.xls". 
a .  Is this file read into the program as the file "pools"? If your answer is 

negative, please explain in detail, including a statement of where. if 
anywhere, the files "Barcode.Scans.xls" enters the program. If the file is 
not used in the program, please explain the use of the file. 
There appear to be three variables in the file "pools". Is this the entry of 
ScanG.text? Please explain as appropriate. 

b.  

Response: 

a. Not confirmed. The three variables in the file "pools" are read in from 

Scan6.text. Barcode.Scans.xls is provided for information purposes, as it 

contains the definitions for the barcodes shown in Scan6.text 

b.  See a 
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OCNUSPS-TI5-15. Please refer to page 2 of "City Carrier Street Time 
Survey-Time Pool Datasets" in USPS LR-K-79. You list the file 
"ACTIVITY.DEFINITI0NS.DOC". Please state the location of the file; ;.e., where 
can i t  be found? If the file has not been provided, then please provide it. 

Response: 

Please see OCNUSPS-TI 5-9 
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OCNUSPS-T15-16. Please refer to page 5 of "City Carrier Street Time 
Survey-Time Pool Datasets" in USPS LR-K-79. You discuss 
COSTPOOL2.FINAL.XLS. Are the ZIP Codes in this file correct and consistent 
with the corrected ZIP Codes in other Postal Service filings? Please explain. 

RESPONSE: 

Please see OCNUSPS-T I54  
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OCNUSPS-T15-17. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T15-8(f). You 
indicated that RTEZIP was denoted "ZIP for route" and SCANZIP was denoted 
"Scanned LIP." Please explain exactly what the terms mean. That is, what is the 
difference between the two terms and what are their definitions? Assuming that a route 
covers part of one ZIP Code, are they always equal? 

Resoonse 

RTEZIP was labeled "ZIP for route" and represents the actual ZIP Code that was 

surveyed in the study While "SCANZIP" represents the ZIP Code that was stored in 

the scanner. The ZIP stored in the scanner could be the ZIP Code where the mail is 

beinq delivered or the post office management ZIP, which is usually the ZIP code 

assigned to the broader finance number. Also, if a delivery unit has more than one ZIP 

Code carrier unit collocated at the site. only one ZIP is stored as the default in the 

scanner That ZIP may or may not be the ZIP that was surveyed. For the purposes of 

the study. only RTEZIP IS relevant. 
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OCAIUSPS-T15-18. Please refer to your answer to ADVO/USPS-T15-8(a). Did you 
examine whether on any specific day any city routes normally sampled were not 
included in the routes sampled for the specific day due to higher than normal delivery 
volumes. 
a. 
b 

If your answer is affirmative, please discuss in detail. 
If your answer is negative, please explain why this analysis was not performed 
and provide information on the volume for the specific days for routes omitted 
from the samde. 

Response: 

No First. I am not sure what you mean by "normal" delivery volumes. Mail volumes 

fluctuate within day (for example, Mondays vary) and across days (Monday through 

Saturday). Despite this fact. most carriers work fixed schedules. Mail volume 

fluctuation is in that sense "normal" and the post offices manage it by scheduling their 

carriers accordingly On most days, i t  IS anticipated that some number of carriers may 

have workloads that cannot be delivered in the carriers' workday, and some number of 

carriers may have workloads that do not consume the entirety of the carriers' workday. 

In those instances postal managers shift mail to create full workdays. Our focus was 

the ZIP not the carrier's workday. In the scenario described, the actual work hours for 

the ZIP may not change despite the shifting of workload between carriers 

a NIA. 

b 

done by route. not carrier. and an attempt was made to do every route every day 

consistent with my response to ADVOIUSPS-T15-8. Consequently, high volume days 

as well as low volume days were included in the survey. That variation is tracked in the 

study and can be discerned from the volume data. However, I did not try to classify a 

The analysis that was performed was at the ZIP level. The data collection was 
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work load level as being "normal' Nor, did I try to impute data where no data were 

recorded 
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OCAIUSPS-T15-19. Please refer to your answer to ADVOIUSPS-TI 5-6(b). Please 
indicate why no delivery mode has been assigned to the referenced routes. 

Response: 

No delivery mode was assigned when we could not ascertain a delivery mode for the 

referenced route from the CCS frame. In most instances, this was because the 

referenced route was not listed on the frame at all. In some cases, the referenced route 

was on the frame. but no delivery mode information was included 
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OCNUSPS-T15-20. Please refer to your response to ADVO/USPS-TI 5-5(d). Please 
provide any data, studies, memoranda, or position papers not already provided that 
substantiate your statement, "The USPS has concluded that the invalid scan rate is de 
minimis , . . ." Please also provide citations to the statistical, sampling, economic, 
survey. and/or other professional literature as appropriate and available. 

ResDonse: 

The current PRC methodology relies on the testimony of Witness Hume, USPS-7 in R- 

87 In his Exhibit. USPS-76. on page 14, he provides his distribution of STST 

components He listed total tallies at 7,103 with "Missed" tallies of 551 or 7.75 percent 

of the total Note. in my understanding of the 1986 study, a typical carrier was beeped 3 

times and recorded his or her activity on a card. The data from the card was 

communicated to a technician during a debriefing at the end of the day. Further, my 

understanding of 'missed" tallies is that they were tallies resulting from instances where 

the carrier did not receive the beep or did not note his or her activity when the beep 

occurred. or could not when prompted during the debriefing remember the activity that 

he or she was engaged in at the time of the beep. The 7.75 percent number is after a 

debriefing. where attempts were made to recover information so that the "missing" 

tallies could be converted lo valid activities. The appropriate comparison with the 7.75 

percent from our CCSTS. as stated in ADVOiUSPS T-15-5c. is 6.9 percent, which is the 

proportion of scan pairs deemed invalid of the grand total count of recorded scan pairs 

rather than the 9.7 percent. which is calculated as the ratio of the total weighted invalid 

scan time over the sum of this invalid scan time and the total weighted valid scan time. 

Our number of 6.9 percent compares favorably with the status quo, especially 

considering the larger number of scans, no debriefing to fix or change recorded invalid 

sequences. and no corrections of known errors. Remember that, in the CCSTS. no 
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provision was given the carriers to correct known scanning errors. whether intentional or 

accidental, after the fact, Intentional errors are ones that the carriers scanned and then 

realized that another barcode should have been scanned. Accidental would be 

instances where the carriers accidentally scanned a wrong barcode while attempting to 

scan the correct barcode. The carriers were told to ignore the erroneous scan and to 

continue with the correct scan. All of these factors led me to my characterization of the 

invalid scan rate as de minimis. 

As to the second part of your question. because of the size and complexity of the 

study. I do not feel that any one cite will be appropriate to answer all of the issues 

Involved 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS DENNIS P. STEVENS 
TO INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS BRADLEY 

OCA!USPS-T14-1. Please refer to the testimony of witness Jeffery W. Lewis (USPS-T- 
30). 

a At page 3. lines 13-16. witness Lewis states that "adding bundles results in 
carriers retrieving mail from more sources when delivering mail on the street. 
For example, carriers must check and withdraw mail from the bundle of DPS 
letters. from the bundle of cased mail, and from each of the additional bundles 
taken directly to the street." 

ii 

, * t t t  

Please confirm that Library Reference K-80 contains a 
dataset--AL161ZIPS.PRN-with 40.668 Zip-date-route records of volumes 
for delivery-point-sequenced (DPS) letters, non-DPS (i.e., cased) 
automation letters, non-DPS (&e. ,  cased) non-automation (Le.. "other") 
letters. cased flats, and sequenced mail volumes. 

b AI  page 4, lines 2-5. witness Lewis states that there has been "an increase in 
curbline. cluster box (CBU). and centralized deliveries and virtually [no] growth of 
door delivery. Over time, as these modes of delivery have grown as a 
percentage of total deliveries. this change has fueled an increase in carrier street 
productivity." 

I. Please confirm that DOIS maintains number of possible delivery points by 
type for each route. (See LR-K-80 at 1 . )  If you do not confirm, please 
explain. 

OCA:USPS-T14-la ii Response 

Confirmed 

OCA,'USPS-T14-lb.i. Response 

In LR-K-80 at 1 .  type refers to delivery mode. See T14-1b.ii. DOIS maintains 

delivery points by delivery mode 
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1. Library Reference LR-K-79 contains a SAS program (CPFINAL.sas), and input files ' 
that consist of an Excel data file (MDCD.WEIGHTS.MASKZIPS.DATA. data.xls). a text 
file (MDCD.scan6.txt) and a data file (Mdcd.archive.subset.v4mask.data). The SAS 
program has been written for mainframe SAS, and cannot be executed using a PC-SAS 
platform. Initial attempts by Commission staff to convert the mainframe version of SAS, 
while executable, did not replicate witness Stevens' results. Please provide the above- 
listed input files and SAS program in a PC-SAS executable format, along with the 
accompanying SAS log. 

RESPONSE: 

The PC-SAS version of CPFINAL.sas is filed as USPS-LR-K-132. Note that you will 

need to open the input data file MDCD.WEIGHTS.MASK2IPS.DATA.xls in Excel before 

running the program This program produces the identical outputs. The log file is 

included below. 
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?i.'T:. Izpyri~ht , : - I  ?;35~200: by SAS Institute Inc.. C a r y ,  N;, USA 
w - - . L 1 .  . ...... :.AS (r' Prspr:-~!ary So:tware Release 8 . 2  !TSZMOI 

:.lce:>srd ta us ?OSTAL SERVICE, site 0 0 3 a a 4 3 0 : 6 .  
i; YE. T b . 1 ~  S ~ S S X I :  is  e x t c u ~ i n j  on the WIN-PRO piatform. 
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NCTE: DATA s t a t emen t  used :  
real t ime 0. C4 secorids 
cpu time 0 . 0 3  seconds 

T r x  F r L n t  data=weights; 1 .  ._ 
i? 
1 ,  

* , ; . L :  ‘Thiri W S T C  1 5 7  o b s e r v a t i o n s  r e a d  f r o m  :!le data set WCRK.WSI:HTS 
!‘!’>:E. ?R?;ZI)UFE PRIPiT used: 
,.,,_- 

:-ea? L l ! W  0 . 4 4  secc::is 
7p2 r l ’ l l - ?  0. 14 sec-.::,is 
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cpl i  : inie 1 3 . 3 9  seconds 

.. . 25CC S3KT 3ATA=MDCD; BY DATE SCANZIP ROUTE EMP TOD; 
. .  .* * 

.t . -  : ...*+ t * * . r t . f t t ~ ~ * . . t + + + r r r r r . r + t t + t r * * r * ~ * * ~ . , * * * * * ~ * * * ~ * ~ ;  

i. * * * *  X C K  AT SCAN PAIRS Ah'D DETERMINE I F  VALID/INVALIC * * * * ;  

. -  . . f . ~ * * ~ . . f f ~ t * * * * . . _ f t t . - - - - f - t t t + f l l t l * * * * * * * ~ * * ~ . * . ~ . - - * .  

... f .  . * * *  SAVE ?PIOR TWC RE'XRRD VARS FOR LATER USE 

;:17755 observations read from the d a f a  set : i O R K . : I O D .  
: r j  5-' W ' ; X K . M D C D  has 13:775i nbservatlons and 19 variables. 

. ,  .. . .. . .  

.. .. . .  
-. . - -  
2 :..I. L ,>= , j :  

, . ~ .  . ~ ~ . .  . .  1 I:Qc~ii3 

. .  

6.?5 secords 

THEN 2ELETE;  . .~ _ _  . -  . -  . . .. . - .~ 

i r - i s u l t  of pe:forrniny an 

f tiiwsl at iiine! : ( C o l u m n !  

. .  . .  
. , ;  . . . .  

s :.id:! L l m m  :he d i t a  se: WORK.MDCD 
2 ~;hs . - rva t lons  a n d  33 variables. . . .  . 

. . .  . .  . 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5 .  QUESTION 1 

~Dlrtctory 

Libre:  : WORK 

Phys 1 ca 1 !Isme : C : '., DC SLIME- 1 \ nkay: LCCALS - 1 \Temp\, SAS i empcra l ; '  

F 1 1 9  !lame : C: : 3 'CUME- l \nkay \ ,LOCALS- i \T~mp\SAS Tempora1.y 

E F . g : x :  V8 

_ .  .!.<9'. ~~ TP23i 

F>-.~.=', y-z,G 
~~ 

.- 

. . . .  
,. . . ?I.. 

. . . .  . . . ,  

.. , . , . I  

..,. . , . , I  

. .  

. ~. , .  
,. . .  . .  

, 

- .  

.. .\ 

. .  

. .  

: 

. _  

. .  
.~ 
. ~. 
. . .  
. .  
. .  . ,  ~ . .  . .  

. .  

.. . .  

. . .  . .  

, .. . .  . .  

J 



1947 

. .  . 

.. 

. . , f  
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POlR NO. 5. QUESTION 1 

ELSE EXPCOLL=O; 
I? ;E:JZ':LL=? A N D  aARCODE=353 AND 

:3AZiODE1=1 CO OR EARmZ3DE1= 11 7 OR BA.?CODEl= 124 
'3R EARCODE1=631 THEN DO; 
!iP.KCC3E=3 91 ; 
,ZENELL  = 0 ; 
EN3; 
:I=: AND BARCCDi=3hC AKD 

DEiilOC CK 6AR?3CE;=ll7 2 R  BAXCODE1=124 
RiODE1=5!) THE!: I?; 

6A.? ;c2E=407;  

L . 9 .  , 
.. . . .. .~ . .. . . :.X?XLL; 

.,:: ..... L Z N X / E R E A K / E M G  3 R  AN END CCLLECTICN - NOT 
2 AFTER START C3LLECT?ON*/ . . .  ..I._ . -,.-, L . ' ~ ~  F I X  DLTPLICATE 6ARCODES; 

. . . . . . . . . f . * . . . * * ~ . * * * ~ . , ~ ~ * * * * * * . . ~ * ~ . * . * . * . . * * * , * + * * ~ * ~ . . .  
* * *  
* * * .  
f l l  

, , .. .. - .. ... .A:- >z.  I N  CCST POOL DETiNITICNS ... YZEC TO C H 3 2 S E  FRCF" ALTERNATE DEFINITION ... . .. ~. .. ; R T E i N  SCANS: S A S E 2  2 N  WHETHER INSIDE 

... ,: ::sEF ;3$!2ITI:S' ..*. 

.. . 
:I" . * *  . ...-. 

: .-.;IDE A RCUTE ... 
. . . . . . _ . . . * . . . . . ~1*~ f f f . . . . . . . l r f f r_ f f l l~~ .~ . * * * * , * * * . .~ * . * .  

bsrrva: l?: . .~ :--33 trom t h e  d a t a  set WORK.)?. 
U K . M  has i 2 -  e '-bsc:-vat ions and 37 variab1i.s. 

. . . ~  . . ,. .~ . .  . .  
. . . 1 .. . .  . 

5; 6'9 BAR,:CCEl BARCODE; 

rior.5 rra(3 from the d a t a  set  WCRK.M 
:he d a t a  set WORK.POC:S. 

5 
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!::T.: T5i .iit~a set WOF.K.MPOOL has ii76C63 ohservaricns and 3 6  
. ~ 1 ,  dt::e? 
I: .:E: 2A:A s t a ~ t m e n t  u s e d :  

r e i 1  t 1 m r  1 :  04.70 
,~'?'.i ::':,e 7.20 ser3:lds 

c Nanle !iextype Fiie Size L a s t  Modified 

. . . . .  ' . " . l . ' ' f " f f f f f f " ' ~ ' ~ , ' , , , ~ '  
1 : i .  , ,, iffffffftff 

331875328 _._. : ! ?  - :\ . k 
. .  . .  . .  .. . . .  .~ . . . .  . 

142754304 

17408 

5120 

-.-. L M P C I L  - r . r  
. .. .~ , .  

. .  

. .  . . .  . .  . . .  
CE:.::.? ..:, 

c 
. . , . . : c  . .  ,. 

. .  .. . 
~. . ,  

6 
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* I f .  1 i 5 * * *  ACt'I?IIN'TAGLE EEL ~3 6 0 jf!4 
f * *  3TXER FLAGS: 1 1 .  

* * *  LLAVE 3FFI-E 25 
* * *  AT 3 E V  PARK P T  254 285 

f. .  

..*. 
.. ............................................................ ,I ~' 

-.' ;:-e w e i r  1275CCi3 observa t ions  read from t h e  d a t a  set 

i i r 3  s.-: WIGK.XP52: h i s  1 2 7 5 0 6 3  :,hsrrvatisns and 3 8  
7 : .  :T.:i. - . . . . .  . . .  .. L S e d :  

2IFCDL; 6Y  iATZ XTEZIT ROUTE. EMP;  
5 CENT MCUNT V I M  NDCBU 
!:.XLL E X X C L L  ?ARC ACCT DEVPKPT 

e, 

. . .  
, "HEp: p,"" ~, y A '  ; . . . . . .  " " - ~  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . K E N  P C C L = ' ! : A '  ; ............................................................. 

. . . . . . . . . . . .  k5; .... , . . . . .  . -  . .  -I.,.,dt,E!4T< A R E  ?DNDITI'CNAL E A S E 3  ON I N S I D E  ; 

........ i X N L I T I O N S .  F I R S T  SET FLP.S.5; . . .  . . . . .  ............................................................. ..-TIVITY I S  IIUXXENT 
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. .  
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RELAY=O; GENCOLL=O; EXP,Z3LL=@; PARC=O; ACCT='3; 
E N D ;  

*C'TA?? ACTIVITY;  
I F  5AkCCDE1=315  THEN RELAY=1; 
IF E i A P E D E 1 = 3 2 2  THEN SENC,LL=l; 
I F  RAKiODE1=33Y THEN EXPCCLL=l ;  
:F 6WtC2DE1=353  THEN PARC=1; 
IF E A K 2 2 E i = ? 6 3  THEN A1CT-1 ;  
I F  2AP?, :DCi=25 THEN LZAVECF;=l; 

*.X??IVE A N D  LEAVE C E V I A T Z 2 U  PARK POINT;  
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ELSE IF 6ARCODE1=100 THEN EXPCOLL=l; 
ZLSE IF S A R C O D E 1 = 1 1 7  THEN EXPCOLL=l; 
ELSE IF BARCODE1=124 THEN EXPCOLL=l; 
ELSE IF bARCODEl= 9 4  THEN EXPCOLL.1; 
- T  - S E  - F  EAPCODEl= 67 THEN EXPCOLL=1; 
ELSE IF S A P C I D E l =  7C THEN EXPCOLL=I; 

END; 

I.? EAiCICE1=353 W E N  PhRC=l; 
z_SE IF 6 A i ? C O C E 1 = 1 7 7  THEN PARC=@; 
L ~ ~ L  IF BAF-,^ODEl- 32 THEN PARC=l; 

IF F ' A 3 C = l  THEN 30; 

.. . 

-. 
- -  ." . . .~~ .F 5ARCODE1= 5 3  THEN PARC=l; 

._ . .r 3AP3'33E1= 1 G Q  THEN PARC.1; 
_I,~,_ I? 5 A R C D D E 1 =  117 THEN PARC=l; 
:-*E I? E!AR,CODEl= :i4 THEN PARC=l; 
E:::; :; ZAECODEl= '34 THEN PARC=l; 
.. -.; - r  .. EAF-CODEl=  7 9  THEN PARC=l; 

:? iAk.CODEl= 87  THEN PARC=l; 

r. ,. 

-. 

- -  ._ 
>A?'? = 5 ; 

. .. - . . .  L ' . , - : = :  3"; 
.- .. r - i " \ ? F ' = j s C  THE!,; A::;T=1; 
.. -,,. .~_.._I 

:i SAR,ZODE1=!64 THEN ACCT=O; 
YkkCODEl= 32 T3EN ACCT=l; 
3APCODE1= 5 :  TiiEN ACCT=l; 

_: ShRCPEE1= 7G TkEK ACCT=1; . . ._ . . -  . B A F c L c E ? =  :C,s :HEN ACCT=1; 
I .. 
: .r SARI3DEi= 117 :FEN ACCT=l; 

._ .-.-.:,; : F .")AF;??E? - ~,i TLIZbl hCCT=l; 
=-ir IF 3 R ; 3 E E i =  3 -  TLIEN ACCT=1; -. ... 
-. ._ . - - - ~  .. .. ,I_ ~. - r ;  

N AS REACH P.NY NON-ADMIN SCAN 
?: . ::.p I.T~'JI~IJ CFF::;; 

F . ?= l  TEE:: 3 3 ;  
,_,/ LEAVEOFC=l; .. .. . p , + b ; L , ~ 1 = 2 5  - T?:. 

~ , THEPi >EAVEOFC=l; . . j A F -  
:i SAP i . L  ?HE!< LEAVEOFC=l; 
._ . r bAKZ2PEi = THEN LEAVEOFC.1; 
: r  LA'C::,E:'~ ' .::EN LEAVE,3FC=1; 

:.:,.:: . .  I? LAFC'. ~ . - 4  :HEN LEAVEOFC=l; 

- -  
.. .. ... _ _ ~  

I, ~. ~ . . .  .%.;N " L E A V E O F ? = i ;  

. .. F.A.?,K PCINT SCAN; 

~ 12 THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 

15C THEN DEVPKPT-DEVPKPT; 
:->L I F  :,hP-33€1= 1 1 7  THEN DEVPKPT=DEVPKPT; 
tu:- IF 5 F . ? ; ~ ' ? E l =  124 THEN DEVPKPT=DPVPKPT; 

. . ~  ._ 

. . ._ 
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_. "" 
.i 1 6 :L>L IF GARCCCEl= 94 THEN 'EVPKPT=PEVPK?T; 
~ L l  < I  1 X L S E  IF GARCODE>= 87 THEN CZ\rPXPT=DEVPKPT; 
> : e  ELSE IEVFK?T=O; 
$1: Z l i C ;  
~, I 
.**.. r * f . t . * . f f f ~ . . * * . f * t , . . . * . ~ ~ ~ * . ~ . ~ * * . * . * . * * * * ~ ~ * ~ * * * * * * *  . 

.-- 

,' . L I  1 * * *  FLAZS %LL SET NOW GO T H R ? K P  SCAN P A I R S  ANC 
. f .  

' I  -nST FC.;>S 6ASEE CN ?LA,Z% IF NEEDEJ *~~ :,-c-- . .  . - 1 I - -.. 
, .  
.*...* f . . . * . * . . . . ~ . . . * . * f . f * * . * . . * . . * * . ~ * ~ . ~ . * * . . . * * * ~ * * . * * * * ;  

. .  

. -  

. .. 

. .. 

. .. 

.. . 
. .  

., ,. 
I 

. .  

. .  . 
< .  

. ,  . 

I O  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

369 (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=216) OR 
370 (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=261) OR 
171 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=148) OR 
372 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=155) OR 
373 (BARCODEl-100 AND BARCODE.193) OR 
374 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
3 7 5  fBARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE.216) OR 
3 7 5  (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=261) OR 
377 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=148) OR 
178 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=155) OR 
379 IBARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=193) OR 
380 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
381 (BARCCCE1=117 AND BARCODE=216) 3R 
182 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=261) OR 
383 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=148) OR 
384 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=liS) OR 
385 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=193) OR 
1 8 6  (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=209) OR 
387 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=2161 OR 
388 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=261) THEN DO; 
3 8 9  IF LEAVEOFC=l THEN POOL = 'TOFROM' 
390 ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL = 'DDTRAVEL' ; 
391 ELSE IF iCURE=fl AND CENT.0 AND MOUNT=O A N D  
192 VIM=fl AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT=fll THEN 
393 POOL= 'NETWORK' ; 
394 ELSE POOL = 'NA' ; 
395 END; 
396 
397 'END ADMIN - ARRIVE DEVIATION PARK POINT; 
398 IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=254) OR 
399 (BARCODEl=lflfl AND BARCODE=254) OR 
400 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=2541 OR 
401 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=2541 THEN DO; 
402 IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT' ; 
403 ELSE IF CURB=1 THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE' ; 
404 ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTWL' ; 
405 ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = !DISMOUNT' ; 
406 ELSE IF VIM=1 THEN POOL = 'VIM' ; 
407 ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU' ; 
408 ELSE IF LEAVEOFC.1 THEN POOL = 'TOFROM' ; 
109 ELSE IF (CURB=O AND CENT=O AND MOUNT=O AND 
4 1 0  VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT=O) OR 
411 DEVPKPT=2 THEN 
412 POOL='DDTRAVEL'; 
413 ELSE IF RELAY=l OR PARC=l OR ACCT=1 OR 
414 GENCOLL=l OR EXPCOLL=l 
415 THEN POOL = "A'; 
416 ELSE POOL='DDTRAVEL'; 
417 END ; 
418 
419 'END ADMIN - START RELAY, GEN COLL. EXP COLL; 
4 2 0  IF (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
421 (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=322) OR 
422 (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=339) OR 
423 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
424 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=322) OR 
425 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=339) OR 

11 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

426 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
427 !BARCODE1=117 AND BAPCODE=3221 OR 
428 !BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=339) 3R 
429 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=315) OR 
430 !BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=322) OR 
431 iBARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=339) THEN DO; 
432 IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL ='LOOPFOOT'; 
43 3 ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
434 ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
435 ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT'; 
436 ELSE IF VIM=l THEN PCOL = 'VIM'; 
437 ELSE IF NDCBU.1 THEN POOL = 'NDCBU'; 
,138 ZLSE IF LEAVEOFC=l THEN ZOOL = 'TOFROM'; 
439 ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL'; 
44c ELSE TF (CURB=O AND CENT=O AND MOLJNT=O AND 
441 VIM=O AND NDCBU=@ AND FOOT=O AND 
442 RELAY=O AND GENCOLL=O AND EXPCOLL.0 
443 AND PARC=O AND ACCT=O) THEN 
444 POCL='NETWORK'; 
445 ELSE POOL='NA'; 
446 END; 
447 
4 4 8  *END ADMIN ~ START PARCEL 3R ACCT DELIVERY; 
449 IC (BARCODE1=63 AND BARCODE=353) OR 
450 (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=353) OR 
451 (BARCODE1.117 AND BARCODE=353) OR 
452 (BARCODE1=124 AND BARCODE=353) THEN DO; 
4 5 3  IF DEVPKPT-1 THEN POOL = 'PARCEL'; 
454 ELSE IF FOOT=l THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
455 ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
456 ELSE IF CENT=1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
457 ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL ='DISMOUNT'; 
458 ELSE IF VIM=1 THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
459 ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL ='NDCBU'; 
460 ELSE IP LEAVEOFC.1 THEN POOL = 'TOFROM'; 
461 ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL'; 
462 ELSE IF (CURB=O AND CENT=O AND MOUNT=O A N D  
463 VIM=O AND NDCBU=O AND FOOT=O AND 
464 RELAY=O AND GENCOLL=O AND EXPCOLL=O 
465 AND PARC=O AND ACCT=O) THEN 
466 POOL='NETWORK'; 
467 ELSE POOL='NA'; 
468 END ; 
469 
470 IF (BARCODE1*63 AND BARCODE=360) OR 
47: (BARCODE1=100 AND BARCODE=360) OR 
472 (BARCODE1=117 AND BARCODE=360) OR 
473 (BARCODElk124 AND BARCODE=3601 THEN DO; 
474 IF DEVPKPT=1 THEN POOL = 'ACCOUNT'; 
475 ELSE IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
476 ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
477 ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
478 ELSE IF MOUNT=1 THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT'; 
479 ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
480 ELSE IF NbCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU'; 
481 ELSE IF LEAVEOFC=l THEN POOL = 'TOFROM'; 
482 ELSE IF DEVPKPT=2 THEN POOL= 'DDTRAVEL'; 

12 
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483 
484 
485 
486 
487 
488 
485 
450 
?91 
452 
453 
494 
495 
456 
497 
498 
499 
r 00 
c o 1  
102 
503 
E 0 4  
5 05 
506 
507 
508 
105 
510 
511 
512 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

ELSE IF lCURB=O AND CENT=O AND MOUNT=O A N D  
VIM=O AND NDCBU.0 AND ?OOT=O AND 
RELAY=O AND GENCOLL=O AND EXPCOLL=O 
AND PARC=O AND ACCT=Ol THEN 
POOL='NETWORK'; 

ELSE POOL='NA'; 
END; 

'END ADMIN - END SECTION; 
IF (BARC@DE1=63 OR 9ARC3DE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 

BARCODE1=121) AND BARCODE=179 THEN DO; 
IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE POOL='NA' ; 
END; 

BARC@DE1=124! AND EARCODE=186 THEN Di'; 
IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
ELSE POOL='NA'; 
END ; 

IF IBARCODE1=63 ?R BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 'CR 

IF (BARCODEi=53 OR aARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 3 R  
BARCODE1=124\ AND BARCCDE=22I THEN DC; 
IF NDCBU=l THEN POCL = 'NDCBU'; 
ELSE POCL='NA'; 
END; 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 ? R  
BARCODE1=1241 A N D  BARCODE=230 TEEN DO; 
IF CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE POOL='Nh' ; 
END; 

I? lBARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODEl=ill OR 
BARCODE1=1241 AND BARCODE=247 THEN DO; 
IF VIM=1 THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
ELSE POOL='NA' ; 
END; 

IF (BARCODE1.63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE.292 THEN DO; 
IF MOLJNT=1 THEN POOL = 'DISMOIINT'; 
ELSE POOL='NA'; 
END; 

'END ADMIN - LEAVE DEVIATION PARK POINT; 
IF (BARCODE1363 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 

BARCODE1=~124) AND BARCODE=285 THEN DO; 
I? DEVPKPT = 1 AND PARC=1 THEN DO; 

POOL='PARCEL'; 
END; 

POOL='ACCOUNT'; 
END; 

ELSE IF DEVPKPT=l AND ACCT=l THEN DO; 

ELSE POOL='NA'; 
END; 

*END ADMIN - END ACTIVITY; 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

IF fBARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=11? OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE.346 THEN DO; 
IF RELAY=l THEN POOL='RELAY'; 
END; 

IF IBARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=124) AND BARCODE.377 THEN DO; 
IF PARC=1 THEN POOL='PARCEL'; 
END ; 

IF (BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=1241 AND BARCODE.384 THEN DO; 
IF ACCT=l THEN POOL='ACCOUNT'; 
END; 

IF 'BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1=117 OR 
BARCODE1=1241 AND BARCODE=391 THEN DO; 
IF ZENCOLL=l THEN POOL='GENCOLL'; 
END; 

IF !BARCODE1=63 OR BARCODE1=100 OR BARCODE1.117 OR 
BARiODE1=1241 AND BARCGDE=407 THEN DO; 
IF EXPCOLL=l THEN POOL='EXPCOLL'; 
END; 

'LEAVE DEVIATION PARK PT - START ADMIN; 
IF BARCODE1=285 AND lBARCODE=32 OR BARCODE.70 OR 

BARCODE=87 OR BARCODE=94) THEN DO; 
IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
ZLSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
ZLSE IF ,CENT=l THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOLJNT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=1 THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=1 THEN POOL = 'NDCBU'; 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL'; 
END; 

'END ACTIVITY ~ START ADMIN; 
IF lBARCODE1=346 OR BARCODE1=3?7 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

BARCODE1=391 OR BARCODE1=4071 AND 

BARCODE=94) THEN DO; 
(BARCODE=32 OR BARCODE=70 OR BARCODE-87 OR 

IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL = 'LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL = 'CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT=1 THEN POOL = 'CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOLINT=l THEN POOL = 'DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL = 'VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL = 'NDCBU'; 
ELSE POOL = 'NETWORK'; 
END; 

'END SECTION WHILE NOT IN SECTION IS ILLEGAL; 
IF BARCODE = 179 AND FOOT=O THEN POOL = "A'; 
IF BARCODE = 186 AND CURB=O THEN POOL = "A'; 
IF BARCODE = 223 AND NDCBU=O THEN POOL = "A'; 
IF BARCODE = 241 AND VIM=O THEN POOL = "A'; 
IF BARCODE = 292 AND MOLINT=O THEN POOL = "A'; 
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G e 5  

5 o a  

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

IF BARCODE = 230 AND CENT=O THEN POOL = "A'; 

'START SECTION WHILE IN A SECTION IS ILLEGAL; 
IF BARCODE=148 OR BARCODE=155 OR BARCODE=193 OR 

BARCODE=209 OR BARCODE=216 OR BARCODE=261 THEN DO; 
IF FOOT=1 OR CURB=1 OR NDCBU=l OR 
VIM=l OR NDCBU=l OR CENT=1 THEN POOL='NA'; 
END; 

'END ACTIVITY /START ACTIVITY; 
IF (BARCODE1=346 OR BARCODEl-377 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

BARCODE1=391 Oil  BARCODE1=407 ) AND 

BARCODE=339 OR BARCODE=353 OR BARCODE-3601 THEN DO; 
(BARCCDE=315 OR BARCODE=322 OR 

IF FOOT=l THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL='CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL='DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=1 THEN POOL='VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCSU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU'; 
ELSE PO0L:'NETWORK'; 
END; 

'LEAVE DEVIATION PARK PK ~ START ACTIVITY; 
IF BARCODE1=285 AND 

(BARCODE=254 OR BARCODE=315 OR BARCODE=322 OR 
BARCODE=339 OR BARCOUE.353 OR BARCODE=360) THEN DO; 

IF FOOT=l THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE IF CURB=1 THEN POOL='CURBLINE'; 
ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL='DISMOUNT'; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL='VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU'; 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL' ; 
END; 

'END ACTIVITY - ARRIVE DEVIATION PARK POINT; 
IF (BARCODE1=346 OR BARCOUE1=377 OR BARCODE1=384 OR 

BARCODE1=391 OR BARCODE1=407) AND 
BARCODE=254 THEN DO; 

IF FOOT=1 THEN POOL='LOOPFOOT'; 
ELSE IF CURB=l THEN POOL='CURBLINF'; 
ELSE IF CENT=l THEN POOL='CENTRAL'; 
ELSE IF MOUNT=l THEN POOL='DISMOUNT' ; 
ELSE IF VIM=l THEN POOL='VIM'; 
ELSE IF NDCBU=l THEN POOL='NDCBU'; 
ELSE POOL = 'DDTRAVEL'; 
END; 

* THESE TWO SCAN PAIRS ARE SET LEGAL; 
IF BARCODE1.353 AND BARCODE=384 THEN POOL='PARCACCT'; 
IF BARCODE1=360 AND BARCODE=377 THEN POOL='PARCACCT'; 

IF POOL='N/A ! THEN POOL='NA'; 
1 

t .  

* * * * * * * * ~ * r * t * t r + + r * * * * * * ~ * * * * * ~ * * * * " * * * ~ ~ * * . * ~ * * * ~ ~ * * * * * ;  

*'* SUMMARIZE COST POOL TOTALS BY ROUTE/DAY * * * ;  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

~ ~ * f f t * * * * f , ~ , f f l f * * * * ~ ~ ~ * * * * ~ * * * ~ * * ~ ~ . * + * * * * * . ~ * * ~ ~ * * * * *  6 5 4  

NOTE: There were 1276063 observations read from the data set 
WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 52 
variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 1 : 2 7 . 8 7  
cpu time 10.97 seconds 

555 DATA MPOOL; SET MPOOL; 
656 DROP FOOT CURB CENT MOUNT VIM NDCBU DEVPKPT LEAVEOFC 
557 PARC ACCT RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL; 
558 OUTPUT; 

NOTE: There were 1276063 observations read from the data set 
WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.MPCOL has 1276063 observations and 39 
variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 2: 11.98 
cpu time 6.45 seconds 

659 PROC SORT DATA=MPCOL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO POOL; 
660 
661 /*FIRST SUI+ UP THE COST POOL TIME FOR EACH ROUTE SAY'/ 

NOTE: There were 1276063 observations read from the data set 
WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.MPOOL has 1276063 observations and 39 
variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 5:18.25 
cpu time 21.67 seconds 

662 PROC MEANS DATA=MPOOL NOPRINT; 
663 BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO POOL; 
664 VAR ETOD; 
665 OUTPUT OUT=MOUT SUM=; 
666 
667 /*ALSO SUM UP THE NUMBER OF DELIVERIES FOR EACH ROUTE DAY 
668 AND THE TOTAL TIME'/ 

NOTE: There were 1276063 observations read from the data set 
WORK.MPOOL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.MOUT has 313571 observations and 7 variables 
NOTE: PROCEDURE MEANS used: 

real time 6.23 seconds 
cpu time 2.18 seconds 

669 PROC MEANS DATA=MPOOL NOPRINT; 
670 BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 
671 ID BCURB BNDCBU BCENT BOTHR RCURB RNDCBU RCENT ROTHR DELMODE; 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

672 VAR ETOD; 
573 OUTPUT OUT=TOTT SUM=TOTTIME; 
574 
575 /'THIS NEXT SECTION GENERATES ONE RECORD FOR EACH ROUTE DAY, 
676 WITH THE TOTAL TIME IN EACH ZOST POOL, AS WELL AS TOTAL 
577 ROUTE DAY TIME AND ROUTE DELIVERIES+/ 

NOTE: There were 1276063 observations read from the data set 
WORK.MPOOL. 

+ .  

NOTE 
NOTE 

1178 
679 
6 8 0  
581 
682 
6 8 3  
684 
685 
686 
687 
6 8 8  
689  
690 
691 
692 
693 
694 
695 
696 
691 
698 
699 
700 
701 
702 
703 

NOTE 
NOTE 

?he data set WOPK.TOTT has 36290 observations and 15 variables 
PROCESURE MEANS used: 
real time 1.97 seconds 
cpu time i.ai seconds 

DATA LOCPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM ZENTRAL DISMOUNT 
NONSTRT PREP TOFROM NETWORK DDTRAVEL TRAVEL 
RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
PARCEL ACCOUNT PARCACCT OFFCLOCK NA ERROR; 
SET MOUT; 

IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 
ELSE IF 

POOL='NETWORK' THEN OUTPUT NETWORK; 
POOL='DDTRAVEL' THEN OUTPUT DDTRAVEL; 
POOL='LCOPFOOT' THEN OUTFUT LOOPFOOT; 
POOL='CURBLINE' THEN OUTPUT CURBLINE; 
PO@L='NDCBU' THEN OUTPUT NDCBU; 
POOL='VIM' THEN OUTPUT VIM; 
POOL='CENTRAL' THEN OUTPUT CENTRAL; 
POOL='DISMOLJNT' THEN OUTPUT DISMOUNT; 
POOL='NONSTRT' THEN OUTPUT NONSTRT; 
POOL='PREP' THEN OUTPUT PREP; 
POOL='OFFCLOCK' THEN OUTPUT OFFCLOCK; 
POOL='TOFROM' THEN OUTPUT TOFROM; 
POOL='RELAY' THEN OUTPUT RELAY; 
POOL='GENCOLL' THEN OUTPUT GENCOLL; 
POOL='EXPCOLL' THEN OUTPUT EXPCOLL; 
POOL='PARCEL' THEN OUTPUT PARCEL; 
POOL='ACCOUNT' THEN OUTPUT ACCOUNT; 
POOL='TRAVEL' THEN OUTPUT TRAVEL; 
POOL='PARCACCT' THEN OUTPUT PARCACCT; 
POOL='NA' THEN OUTPUT NA; 

ELSE OUTPUT ERROR; 

There were 313571 observations read from the data set WORK.MOUT 
The data set WORK.LOOPFOOT has 22276 observations and 7 

variables. 
NOTE: The dat.a set 
variables. 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
variables. 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 
NOTE: The data set 

WORK.CURBLINE has 14291 observations and 1 

WORK.NDCBU has 10323 observations and 7 variables. 
WORK-VIM has 397 observations and 7 variables. 
WORK.CENTRAL has 11775 observatlons and 7 variables. 
WORK.DISMOUNT has 17003 observations and 7 

WORK.NONSTRT has 22764 observations and 7 variables. 
WORK-PREP has 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
wORK.TOFROM has 30749 observations and 7 variables. 
WORK.NETWORK has 30514 observations and 7 variables. 
WORK.DDTRAVEL has 4492 observations and 7 variables. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

NOTE: The data set WORK.TRAVEL has 10678 observations and 7 varlables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.RELAY has 3167 observatlons and 7 variables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 varlables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.EXPCOLL has 350 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PARCEL has 25788 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE:  T h e  data set WORK.ACCOUNT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PARCACCT has 4359 observatlons and 7 variables. 
!JOTE: The data set WORK.OFFCLOCK has 24714 observatlons and 7 
va r 1 ab 1 e s 
?IO?E: The data set WORK.NA has 26157 observations and 7 varlables. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.ERROR has 0 observations and .I varlables. 
?IOTE: 3ATA statement. used: 

real time 0.66 seconds 
-pu time 0.33 seconds 

704 PROC PRINT 3ATA=ERROR lOBS=25) ; 
'05 TITLE 'SCANS WITH NO C?ST POOL ASSIGMENT'; 
706 

NOTE: NO observations in $data ser WORK.ERROR 
NOTE: PROCEDURE PRINT used: 

real t i m e  0.05 seconds 
cpu time '2.01 seconds 

1 .  

'107 DATA NETWORK; SET NETWORK; NETWORK=ETCD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 30514 observations read from the data set 
WORK.NETWORK. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NETWORK has 30514 observations and 7 v a r l a b l e s .  
NOTE: DATA Statement used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

708 DATA DDTRAVEL; SET DDTRAVEL; DDTRAVEL=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: ?here were 4492 observations read from the data set 
WORK.DDTRAVEL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.DDTR?.VEL has 4492 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

709 DATA LOOPFOOT; SET LOOPFOOT; LOOPFOOT=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 22276 observations read from the data set 
WORK.LOOPFOOT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.LOOPFCOT has 22276 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

18 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

710 DATA CURBLINE; SET CURBLINE; CURBLINE=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 14291 observations read from the data set 
WORK.CURBLINE. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.CURBLINE has 14291 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

711 DATA NDCBU; SET NDCBU; NDCBU=ETOD; DRCP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 10323 observations read from the data set WORK.NDCSU 
NOTE: The data  set^ WORK.NDiBU has 10323 observatLons a n d  1 variabies. 
NOTE: DATA Statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
c ~ u  time 9.02 seconds 

712 DATA VIM; SET VIM; VIM=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 157  observations read from the data set 'AORK.VIM 
NOTE: The data set WORK.VIM has 3 9 7  observaticns and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.01 seconds 
cpu time 0.01 seconds 

7 1 i DATA CENTRAL; SET CENTRAL; CENTRAL=ETOD; DROP ETCD; 

NOTE: There were 11775 observations read from the data set 
WORK.CENTRAL. 
NOTE: The data set. WORK.CENTRAL has 11775 observations and 7 variables 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

714 DATA DISMOUNT; SET DISMOUNT; DISMOUNT=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NGTE: There were 17003 observations read from the data set 
WCiRK.DISMOKJNT. 
NOTE: The data sec WORK.DISMOUNT has 17003 observatlons and 7 

NGTE: DATA statement used: 
variables. 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

715 DATA NONSTRT; SET NONSTRT; NONSTRT=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 22764 observations read from the data set 
WORK.NONSTRT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NONSTRT has 22764 observations and 7 variables, 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

cpu time 0.02 seconds 

716 DATA PREP; SET PREP; PREP=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 29369 observations read from the data set WORK.PREP 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PREP has 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 11.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

,' 1 7 3ATA OFFCLOCK; SET OFFCLOCK; OFFCLOCK=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 24714 observations read from the data set 
WORK. IFFCLOCK. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.OFFCLOCK has 24714 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

'18 DATA TOFRCM; SET TOFROM; TOFROM=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 30749 observations read from the data set WORK.TOFRCM. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.TOFROM has 30749 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time fl. 03 seconds 

719 DATA RELAY; SET RELAY; RELAY=ETCD; DROP ETCD; 

NOTE: There were 3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.RELAY has 3167 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0 . 0 2  seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

720 DATA GENCOLL; SET GENCOLL; GENCOLL=ETOD; DROP FTOD; 

NOTE: There were 2091 observations read from the data Get WORK.GENCOLL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0 . 0 2  seconds 
cpu time 0 . 0 2  seconds 

121 DATA EXPCOLL; SET EXPCOLL; EXPCOLL=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 350 observations read from the data set WORK.EXPCOLL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.EXPCOLL has 350 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0 . 0 1  seconds 
cpu time 0.01 seconds 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

1 2 2  DATA PARCEL; SET PARCEL; PARCEL=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 25788 observations read from the data set WORK.PARCEL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PARCEL has 25788 observatlons and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 9.51 seconds 
c p u  time 0.02 seconds 

1 2 3  DATA ACCOUNT; SET ACCOUNT; ACCOUNT=ETCD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 22314 observations read from the data set 
WORK.ACCOUNT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.ACCOmT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0 . 0 3  seconds 

724 DATA PARCACCT; SET PARCACCT; PARCACCT=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 4359 observations read from the data set 
WORK.PARCACCT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PARCACCT has 4 3 5 9  observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.11 seconds 
CDU time 0.03 seconds 

725 DATA TRAVEL; SET TRAVEL; TRAVEL=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 10678 observatlons read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.TRAVEL has 10678 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.05 seconds 
cpu time 0.05 seconds 

7 2 6  DATA NA; SET NA; NA=ETOD; DROP ETOD; 

NOTE: There were 26157 observations read from the data set WORK-NA 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NA has 26157 observatlons and 7 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0 . 3 4  seconds 
cpu time 0.06 seconds 

7 2 7  PROC SORT DATA=NETWORK; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 30514 observations read from the data set 
WORK.NETWORK. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NETWORK has 30514 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.33 seconds 
cpu time 0.14 seconds 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POIR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

.?28 PROC SORT DATA=LOOPFOOT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 22276 observations read from the data set 
WCRK.LOOPFCOT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.LOOPFOOT has 22276 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0 . 0 9  seconds 
cpu time 0 . 0 9  seconds 

7 2 9  PROC SORT DATA=DDTRAVEL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 4492 observations read from the data set 
WORK.DDTRAVEL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.DDTRAVEL has 4492 observations and 7 variables 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

.?30 PROC SCRT DATA=CURBLINE; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 14291 observations read from the data set 
WORK.CURBLINE. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.CURBLINE has 14291 observaLions and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0 . 0 3  seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

731 PROC SORT DATA=NDCBU; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE. There were 10323 observations read from the data set WORK.NDCBU. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NDCBU has 10323 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

732 PROC SORT DATA=VIM; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 397 observations read from the data set WORK.VIM. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.VIM has 397 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.01 seconds 
cpu time 0.01 seconds 

733 PROC SORT DATA=CENTRAL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 11775 observations read from the data set 
WORK.CENTRAL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.CENTRAL has 11775 observations and 7 variables 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POIR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

NOTE PROCEDURE SORT used: 
real time 0.02 seconds 
rpu time 0 02 seconds 

734 PROC SORT DATA=DISMOUNT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 17003 observations read from :he data set 
WORK.DISMOUNT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.DISMGUNT has 17003 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.12 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

735 PROC SORT DATA=NONSTRT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 22764 observations read from the data set. 
WORK.NONSTRT. 
NOTE: The data set WORX.NONSTRT has 22754 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real Lime 0.24 seconds 
cpu time 0.04 seconds 

.I 3 6 PROC SORT DATA=PREP; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 29369 observations read from the data set WGRK.?REP. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PREP has 29369 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.17 seconds 
cpu time 0.06 seconds 

737 PROC SORT DATA=OFFCLOCK; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 24714 observations read from the data Set 
WORK.OFFCLOCK. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.OFFCL@CK has 24714 observations and 7 
variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.06 seconds 
cpu time 0.06 seconds 

'738 PROC SORT DATA=TGFROM; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 30749 observations read from the data Set WORK.TOFROM. 
NOTE: The data set wORK.TOFROM has 30749  observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.30 seconds 
cpu time 0.13 seconds 

739 PROC SORT DATA=RELAY; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

NOTE: There were 3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY. 
NOTE. The data set WORK.RELAY has 3167 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

. i 4@ EROC SORT DATA=ZENCOLL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

?IOTE: There were 2091 observations read from the data set WORK.SENCOLL. 
!lOTE: The data set. WORK.GENCOLL has 2091 observations and 7 variables. 
YOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0 . 0 4  seconds 
rpu Lime 0. "4 seconcis 

.' 4 1 EROC SORT DATA=EXPCgLL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 350 observations read from the data set WORK.EXPCSLL. 
NOTE: The data ser WORK.EXPCCLL has 350 observations and 7 variablis. 
NOTE: PROCED'JRE SORT used: 

real time 0. ij3 seconds 
c p u  time ij. '33 seconds 

742 EROC SORT DATA=PARCEL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There Were 25788 observations read from the data set wORK.?ARCEL. 
NOTE: The data set. WORK.PARCEL has 25788 observations and 1 ' iar1,3Dies. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.31 seconds 
cpu time 0.17 seconds 

143 EROC SORT DATA=ACCOUNT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 22314 observations read from the data set 
WORK.ACCOUNT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.ACCOUNT has 22314 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.08 seconds 
cpu time 0 . 0 8  seconds 

744 PROC SORT DATA=PARCACCT; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 4359 observations read from the data set 
WORK.PARCACCT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.PARCACCT has 4359 observations and 7 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.02 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

745 PROC SORT DATA=TRAVEL; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 10678 observations read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

NOTE The data set WORK.TRAVEL has 10678 ODservatlOnS and 7 variablrs 
NOTE PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.03 seconds 
cpu time 0.03 seconds 

746 PROC SORT DATA=NA; BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

NOTE: There were 26157 observations read from the data set WCRK.NA. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.NA has 26157 observar~ions and 7 variables. 
NOTE: TROCEDURE SORT used: 

rial time 0.06 seconds 
rpu time 0.05 seconds 

747 PROC SORT DATA=TCTT; 3Y DATE PTEZIP ?CUTENO; 
748 :*MERGE I N  COST POOL TOTALS SO ONE RECORD PER ROUTE DAY'; 

NOTE: There were 36290 observations read € r o m  the data set WGRK.7GTT. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.TOTT has 36290 observations and 15 v a r l d u l e s .  
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 0.25 seconds 
cpu time 0.09 seconds 

749 
750 
751 
752 
753 
754 
755 
756 
757 
758 
759 
760 
761 
762 
763 
764 
765 
766 
767 
768 
769 
770 
771 
772 
773 
774 
775 
776 
777 
778 
779 
780 

DATA ALL; MERGE TOTT 
NETWORK LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOLW: 
NONSTRT PREP OFFCLOCX TOFROM RELAY GENCOLL EXPIZLL 
PARCEL ACCOUNT PARCACCT TRAVEL DDTRAVEL NA; 
BY DATE RTEZIP ROUTENO; 

IF NETWORK=. THEN NETWORK=O; 
IF LOOPFOOT.. THEN LOOPFOOT.0; 
IF DDTRAVEL=. THEN DDTRAVEL=O; 
IF CURBLINE=. THEN CURBLINE=O; 
IF NDCBU=. THEN NDCBU.0; 
IF VIM=. THEN VIM=O; 
IF CENTRAL=. THEN CENTRAL=O; 
IF DISMOLJNT=. THEN DISMOLNT=O; 
IF NONSTRT=. THEN NONSTRT=O; 
IF PREP=. THEN PREP=O; 
IF OFFCLOCK=. THEN OFFCLOCK=O; 
IF TOFROM=. THEN TOFROM=O; 
IF RELAY=. THEN RELAY=O; 
iF GENCOLL=. THEN GENCOLL=O; 
IF EXPCOLL=. THEN EXPCOLL=O; 
IF PARCEL=. THEN PARCEL=O; 
IF ACCOUNT=. THEN ACCOUNT=O; 
IF PARCACCT=. THEN PARChCCT=O; 
IF TRAVEL=. THEN TRAVEL=O; 
IF Nh=. THEN NA=O; 
IF (PREP + TOFROM) GT 0 THEN DO; 

PREPN=PREP+ (TRAVEL*PREP/ (PREP+TOFROM) ) ; 

END ; 

TOFROMN = TRAVEL; 

TOFROMN=TOFROM+(TRAVEL*TOFROM/ (PREP+TOFHOM) 1 ;  

ELSE IF (PREP + TOFROM)=O AND TRAVEL GT 0 THEN 

TOFROM=TOFROMN; 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

7 8 1 PREP=PREPN; 
782 PARCACCT=PARCACCT+PARCEL+ACCOUNT; 
783 

784 /*THIS NEXT SECTION MULTIPLIES THE COST POOL TOTALS BY THE 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

785 SAMPLE 
786 

d E I  GHTS" / 

NOTE: Ther? were 
NOTE: There were 
WORK.NETWORK. 
NOTE: There were 
WORK. I.GOPF,3OT 
NOTE: There were 
WORKXURBLINE. 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: Ther? were 
WORK.CENTRAL. 
NOTE: There were 
WORK. 31 SMOUNT. 
NOTE: There were 
WORK. NONSTRT . 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: ':here were 
WORK. OFFCLOCK. 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: Ther? were 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: There were 
WORK.ACCOUNT. 
NOTE: There were 
WORK.PARCACCT. 
NOTE: There were 
NOTE: There were 
WORK. DDTRAVEL 
NOTE: There were 

36290 observations read from the data set WORK.TOTT 
30514 observations read from the data set 

22276 Observations read from the data set 

14291 observations read from the data set 

10323 observations read from the data set WCRK.NDCBU. 
397 observations read from the data set WORK.VIM. 
11775 observations read €rom the data set 

17003 observations read from the data set 

22764 observations read from the data set 

29369 observations read from the data set WORK.PREP 
24714 ohservations read from the data set 

30749 observations read from the data set WORK.TCFRCM. 
3167 observations read from the data set WORK.RELAY. 
2091 observar.ions read from the data set WORK.GENCOLL. 
3 5 0  observations read from the data set WCRK.EXPCCLL. 
25788 observations read from the data set WORK.PARCEL. 
22314 observations read from the data set 

4359 observations read from the data set 

10678 observations read from the data set WORK.TRAVEL. 
4492 observations read from the data set 

26157 observations read from the data set WORK.NA. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.ALL has 36290 observations and 38 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 2.97 seconds 
cpu time 0.94 seconds 

787 PROC SORT DATA=WEIGHTS; BY RTEZIP; 

NOTE: There were 167 observations read from the data Set WORK.WEIGHTS. 

NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 
NOTE: The data set WORK.WEIGHTS has 167 observations and 2 variables. 

real time 0.14 seconds 
cpu time 0.02 seconds 

788 PROC SORT DATA=ALL; BY RTEZIP; 

NOTE: There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.ALL. 
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NOTE 
NOTE 

789 
790 
7 9 1  
792 
793 
794 
795 
7 9 6  
797 
798 
799 
800 
801 
802 
803 
804 
805 

807 
8 0 8  
809 
810 
8 1 1  
812 
8 1 3  

a 0 6  

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

The data set WORK.ALL has 36290 observations and 38 variables. 
PROCEDURE SORT used: 
real time 1.48 seconds 
cpu time 0.30 seconds 

DATA WALL; MERGE ALL 'IN=A) WEIGHTS; BY RTEZIP; 
IF A=l; 
IF WGT=. THEN DELETE; 
LOOPFOOT=LOOPFOOT*WGT; 
CUKBLINE=CURBLINE*WGT; 
NDCBU=NDCBU*WGT; 
VIM=VIM*WGT; 
CENTRAL=CENTRAL*WGT; 
DISMO~T=DISMOUNT*WGT; 
NONSTRT=NONSTKT*WGT; 
PREP=PREP*WGT; 
TOFROM=TOFRCM*WGT; 
NETWORK=NETWORX*WGT; 
DDTRAVEL=DDTKAVEL*WGT; 
RELAY=KELAY*WGT; 
GENCOLL=GENCCLL*WGT; 
EXPCOLL=EXPCOLL*WGT; 
PAKCEL=PARCEL*WGT; 
ACCOUNT=ACCOUNT'WGT; 
TRAVEL=TRAVEL*WGT; 
PARCACCT=PARCACCT'WGT; 
OFFCLOCK=OFFCLOCK*WGT; 
NA=NA*WGT; 
TOTTIME=TOTTIME*WGT; 

NOTE: Missing values were generated as a result of performlng an 
operation on missing values. 

Each place is given by: (Number of times) at (Line):(Column) 
4512 at 799:13 1 1 5 1  at 800:17 

NOTE: There were 36290 observations read from the data set WORK.ALL. 
NOTE: There were 167 observations r.ead from the data set WORK.WEIGHTS 
NOTE: The data set W0RK.WAL.L has 36290 observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.23 seconds 
cpu time 0.20 seconds 

814 PROC SORT DATA=WALL; BY DELMODE; 
815 
816 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
817 **+DO FINAL SUMMARY OF COST POOL TIMES BY DELIVERY MODE 

818 ***READ INPUT INTO A SPREADSHEET AND CALCULATE PROPORTIONS 
OF+**; 
819 ***TOTAL TIME FOR ALL DELIVERY MODES 

82 0 
r * + * * * * * + * + r r r * * * * * + * * * * + i i + r r + * * * * * * * " * * ~ * ~ ~ * * * ~ * * " * . * ;  

1.11 

* * * .  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS TO 
POlR NO. 5, QUESTION 1 

NOTE: There were 3 6 2 9 0  observations read from the data set WORK.WALL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.WALL has 3 6 2 9 0  observations and 39 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 1.57 seconds 
cpu time 0 . 2 6  seconds 

8 2 1  
8 2 2  
a 2 3  
8 2 4  

8 2 6  
8 2 7  

8 2 s  

8 2 8  

PROC MEANS DATA=WALL NOPRINT; 
BY DELMODE; 
VAR 

LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 
PREP TOFROM NETWORK 
RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
PARCACCT DDTRAVEL NONSTRT OFFCLOCK NA TOTTIME; 

OUTPUT !JUT=WOUT SUM=; 

NOTE: There were 3 5 2 9 0  observations read from the data set WORK.WALL. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.WOUT has 6 observations and 2 1  variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE MEANS used: 

real time 0 . 1 6  seconds 
cpu time 0 . 1 6  seconds 

8 2 9  
8 3 0  
8 3 1  
8 3 2  
8 3 3  
8 3 4  
8 3 5  
8 3 6  

DATA -NULL-; SET WOUT; 
FILE O U T l  i 
PUT DELMODE 

LOOPFOOT CURBLINE NDCBU VIM CENTRAL DISMOUNT 
PREP TOFROM NETWORK 
RELAY GENCOLL EXPCOLL 
PARCACCT DDTRAVEL NONSTRT OFFCLOCK NA TOTTIME; 

Run ; 

NOTE: The file OUTl 1s: 

File Name=C:\Documents and Settings\nkay\My Documents\POSTAL on 
Nkay\SASfiles\LR-79\cpfinal.DAT, 
RECFM=V,LRECL=256 

NOTE: 6 records were written to the file OUT1. 
The minimum record length was 2 3 2 .  
The maximum record length was 235. 

NOTE: There were 5 observations read from the data set WORK.WOUT. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0 . 2 5  seconds 
cpu time 0 . 0 1  seconds 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 6, QUESTION 4(C)-(d) 

4. This question addresses the practice of day-to-day adjustments in routes, 
which involve pivoting or off-loading volume to other carriers with under time. 

(c) Did any such pivoting route adjustments occur on any of the routes that 
were chosen to participate in the City Carrier Street Time Study? 

(d) If so, how many route days were affected? Please describe the steps 
taken, if any, to maintain the route integrity of scanned time and reported 
volumes by carriers delivering mail on such routes. 

RESPONSE: 

(c) Yes Route pivots are a normal daily occurrence in city carrier delivery 

(d) Route pivots were not tracked separately in the City Carrier Street Time 

Study. Workload volumes were collected by routes. Barcode scan pairs were 

analyzed by routes to ensure that workload volumes matched times captured by 

the barcodes. Please see USPS LR-K-78. page E-6. General rules 1 and 2 

relate to capturing route data such that the data can be matched with mail 

volumes. First, the route number had to be programmed into the carrier's 

scanner. Scanning Clock to Street would begin the time sequences that would be 

assigned to the programmed route. Clock off StreetlEnd Tour would complete 

the time sequences that would be assigned to the programmed route. If the 

camer had to pivot to another route, he or she would first Scan Clock off 

StreetlEnd Tour, then change the route number in the scanner to the new route 

and then scan Clock to Street to start the time sequences that would be assigned 

to the new route. The process would be repeated for all pivots for the day 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 2(a)-(b) 

2. a. For the response to question 1, please explain the various reasons for 
attrition of the maximum number of possible ZIPlroutelday 
observations to the number of recorded observations. For example, 
were observations not recorded because the carrier was not 
sufficiently trained to make the desired scans? Were observations not 
recorded because scanned route identifiers were different from those 
assigned to a given ZIP? Are there other reasons that fewer than the 
maximum number of possible observations were recorded? 

b. Of the various reasons listed in response to "a,", indicate to the extent 
feasible the relative frequency at which they occurred? 

correci procedures. There should be no problem 7 
We had no way to verify scans made by the carriers. 5 
Route(s) was covered by a substitutelpivots. 12 
Route had a split. 7 
The carrier probably didn't understand the procedures. 3 
Corporate database (frame) is incorrect. 2 
Unexplainedldid not know. 5 
Problem with the scanners. 1 

.Problem with the download/cradles. 3 

RESPONSE: 

a. The spreadsheet attached to the response to Question 1 shows that the 

primary reason for attrition is a lack of reported scan data. After the data were 

collected, the Postal Service recognized this pattern of attrition and contacted the 

Zip Codes for which the reported number of routes scanned per day was 

regularly less than the expected number of routes scanned per day. The 

following table shows a tabulation of the results. It is difficult to attach a specific 

frequency to each of the causes to, but the table shows the reasons that the field 

units reported for not supplying all of the requested data. 

Responses as to why less than maximum route scan 
data was reported each day 

Number of 
Responses 

I Emplovees and management were instructed of the I 



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POIR NO 8, QUESTION 2(a)-(b) 

Carriers were properly instructed and were performing the 1 
scans each day There should be no problem 14 
No daily feedback from HQ on status or scans Unable to 1 
pynlan 7 

Route inspections were performed during this time. 
All routes show scans from my office. 
Scanner miqht have been set up incorrectly by the user. 

7 
2 
5 

b. 

data and missing parcel/accountable volume data. As the spreadsheet provided 

in response to POIR #8 Question 1 shows, virtually all route days were matched 

with provided letter/flat volume data. The average daily percentage or reported 

routes for the time scan data set is 9.7 percent less than the maximum routes 

reported. The average daily percentage for the parcel/accountable volume data 

set is 3.3 percent less than the maximum routes reported. When these two 

attrition rates are combined, this leads to an average daily percentage attrition of 

12.9 percent, Decomposing the average daily attrition into its parts suggests that 

75 percent of the attrition comes from missing time data route days and 25 

percent of the attrition comes from missing parcellaccountable route days. The 

combined attrition rate is also close to the average daily percentage attrition for 

Attrition occurred essentially because of two reasons, missing time scan 

Carrier refused to participate in the study. i l  
1 

received 3-4 days later. 
Inadequate training by the supervisor. 
Carriers were not in compliance. 

1 
1 
2 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 2(a)-(b) 

the analysis data set, suggesting that most of the attrition in the analysis data set 

comes from missing data, not elimination of observed data points 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 10 

10. Attachment 3 of witness Stevens’ testimony (USPS-T-15) indicates that 
over 9 percent of total scan time was invalid. Please discuss any attempts 
made to assess the effects of omitted, invalid, or out of sequence scans 
on carrier street time variability. 

RESPONSE: 

The Postal Service first considered whether the invalid scans constituted a 

specific pattern. Please refer to ADVOlUSPS T I 5  -5, where the 10 most 

common invalid sequences are presented. Given the large variation in the 

invalid sequences, it was concluded that no pattern existed. Secondly, the 

Postal Service investigated whether there was a pattern to the ZIPS at which the 

invalid sequences occurred. This investigation revealed no systemic patterns. 

The Postal Service then considered using the information (the fist and second 

scans) in the invalid scans to allocate the scans to existing time pools and its 

effect on the analysis. The effort was determined to be extremely burdensome 

with minimum effect on the final time pools given the diverse distribution of 

invalid scan pairs; consequently it was not attempted. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Dennis P. Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by VALPAK 

Redirected from Witness Michael D. Bradley 

VPIUSPS-Tl4-11. 

Please identify the precise point at which city carrier in-oftice activities end and at which 
your City Carrier Street Time Study ("CCSTS") begins to track carrier time with respect 
to handling of third bundles. For example, is any of the time spent by a carrier in 
transporting mail to and loading a vehicle measured by the CCSTS. or is this 
considered inoffice time? 

Response: 

Street activities for the CCSTS commence with a Leave Office scan; simultaneously, 

in-office activities cease. For your example, the time is considered in-office time 

assuming that the time spent transporting mail to and loading a vehicle occurs at the 

office prior to the Leave Office scan 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Dennis P. Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by VALPAK 

Redirected from Witness Michael D. Bradley 

VPIUSPS-T14-14. 
In order to determine the unit volume variable city carrier street cost for each rate 
category of sequenced mail, it is necessary to divide the costs apportioned to each rate 
category by the respective volumes of "Sequenced Mail" in each rate category. Your 
testimony at page 18, line 16, to page 19, line 14, discusses the measurement of 
volume only briefly and generally. 

b. Sequenced Saturation ECR flats either may be stand-alone pieces, such as 
addressed catalogs, or may consist of two pieces - namely, a separate unaddressed 
piece and an addressed DAL, both of which must be retrieved in order to complete 
delivery. When surveyed carriers counted the volume of Sequenced Mail in your study, 
did they include both DALs and the accompanying flat in their mail count? If not, please 
explain why not, since DALs were counted separately in the previous methodology. 
which you discuss elsewhere in your testimony. 

Response: 

b. Yes. All delivered mail was recorded. All DAL mail that was cased was included 

in the cased letter/flat count. Any DAL mail that was not cased was included in the total 

for the sequenced count. Thus, where the DAL is not cased the sequenced mail count 

includes both the count for the host and the DAL piece 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: At this point I'm going to 

add answers Witness Stevens provided to a Presiding 

Officer's Information Request. They are POIR 9, 

Questions 4 and 10. 

In addition, the answer to POIR 5, Question 

1, identifies Library Reference USPS-LR-K-132 as 

containing the requested material. 

Witness Stevens, would your answers to these 

questions be the same as you previously provlded in 

writ ing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, they would be. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: And do you sponsor K - l 3 2 ?  

THE WITNESS: Yes, I do. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I am handing two copies of 

the answers and direct that it be admitted into 

evidence and transcribed. 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

Exhibit No. POIR 9, Questions 

4 and 10, and was received in 

evidence.) 

/ /  

I /  

I /  

/ /  

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 9, QUESTION 4 

4. Please refer to the file "scan-rules.xls" in LR-K-133. 
a. Please confirm that allocation to time pools of 238 of the 530 listed 

scan pairs depends on information, or decision rules, separate from 
the information provided by the scan pair itself. For example, the 
allocation of the scan pair "Clock Off Other - Start Account Delivery" 
depends on whether the pair follows a "Leave Office" scan, an "Arrive 
Deviation Park Point" scan, an "End Section" scan, or an "Activity" 
scan. 

b. What percent of total scan pairs were subjected to such decision 
rules? 

c. Please provide the total amount of time associated with the scan pairs 
mentioned in b. immediately above. 

RESPONSE: 

a Confirmed 

b The time pool assignments for 18 7% of scan pairs were determined using 

decision rules 

c The total time associated with the scan pairs in subpart b is 54 428 hours 

Note that this time IS not weighted 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POIR NO. 9. QUESTION 5 

5. Please refer to the file "scan-rules.xls" in LR-K-133. 
a. What percent of scan pairs subjected to a decision rule discussed in 

question 4, above, involve administrative activities such as other, 
break, emergency other, or lunch that were allocated to the category 
"Delivery?" 

b. Please provide the total amount of time associated with the scan pairs 
described in subpart a. 

c. What percent of scan pairs subjected to a decision rule described in 
subpart a involve administrative activities such as other, break, 
emergency other, or lunch that were allocated to the category 
"Activity?" 

d. Please provide the total amount of time associated with the scan pairs 
described in subpart c. immediately above. 

e. What percent of scan pairs discussed in number 4 above were 
allocated to the category "Delivery?" 

f. Please provide the total amount of time associated with the scan pairs 
described in subpart e, immediately above. 

g. What percent of scan pairs discussed in number 4 above were 
allocated to the category "Activity?" 

h. Please provide the total amount of time associated with the scan pairs 
described in subpart g, immediately above. 

RESPONSE: 

a. 14.7% of scan pairs subjected to decision rules were associated with 

administrative activities and were assigned to Delivery time pools 

Delivery time pools include Loop/Foot. Curbline, Dismount, NDCBU, VIM, 

and Centralized. 

b. The total time for the scan pairs in subpart a. is 14,728 hours. 

c. 0.1% of scan pairs subjected to decision rules was associated with 

administrative activities and was assigned to time pools for CCSTS 

defined carrier activities. Activities include general collections, express 

collections, relays, parcel delivery, and accountable delivery 

d. The total time for scan pairs in subpart c. is 59 hours 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS STEVENS 
TO POlR NO. 9, QUESTION 5 

e. 55.0% of scan pairs subjected to decision rules were assigned to Delivery 

time pools. The 55.0% includes the scan pairs in subpart a. 

f. The total time for scan pairs in subpart e. is 35,300 hours. 

g. 0.1% of scan pairs subjected to decision rules was assigned to time pools 

for carrier activities. This includes the scan pairs in subpart c. 

h. The total time for scan pairs in subpart g. is 59 hours. 
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1982 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional 

cross-examination? Yes? 

Mr. McLaughlin, would you please identify 

yourself? 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Mr. Chairman, Tom 

McLaughlin for Advo. I would like to show the witness 

copies of his responses to Advo/US?S-T-16-2 through 5 ,  

which were redirected from John Kelley. We received 

them just yesterday. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. MCLAUGHLIN: 

Q Mr. Stevens, would your answers to those 

questions be the same today if you were asked orally? 

A Yes, they would be. 

MR. MCLAUGHLIN: Mr. Chairman, I have two 

copies of the interrogatory responses, and I would ask 

that they be transcribed into the record. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Without objection. So 

ordered. 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

Exhibit No. Advo/US?S-T-16-2 

through 5, and was received 

in evidence. ) 

/ /  

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



Response of Postal Service Wltness Dennis P. Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO, INC 
Redirected from Wltness JOHN KELLEY 

ADVOIUSPS-T16-2. There are 164 zips in the  OCA-t15.4.d Concordance data but 167 
in MDCD.Weights.Maskzips.Data. Also, in response to OCNUSPS-T16-2. witness 
Kelley states that, of the 167 zip codes in the final sample, two were excluded from 
USPS-LR-K-79 and K-81 scan-time files and from K-80 and K-81 volume files. A third 
zip was included in LR K-79 scan-time file and used in MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS but 
was excluded from K-81 scan-time file and K-80 and K-81 volume files. Please confirm 
that the two masked zips that were excluded from MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.xls 
calculations and from the data given to Dr. Bradley are 2018.7 in stratum 3 and 2017.5 
in stratum 1. If this is incorrect. please provide the masked zip numbers and their 
strata 

ADVOIUSPS-TI6-2 Response: 

Confirmed 



1984 

Response of Postal Service Witness Dennis P Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO. INC 
Redirected from Witness JOHN KELLEY 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 6-3. Please confirm the following understanding or make the 
necessary corrections 
(a) 167 zips were sampled and are included in 
MDCD Weights Maskzips Data 
(bj 165 zips were used to create MDCD CPSUM FINAL XIS 
(cj 164 zips are included in the LR USPS K-81 Scan-Time Files 
(d) 145 zips are included in witness Bradley s LF regression data set 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 6-3 Response: 

A. Confirmed 

B. Confirmed 

C. Not Confirmed. There are actually 165 zips on the LR-K-81 scan-time file. 

not 164. The additional zip is on the LR-K-81 scan-time file, but is excluded 

from the LR-K-81 volume files. The attached revised version of OCA-t15.4.d 

Concordance (Revised OCA.tl5.4.d.Concordance.xls) lists this additional zip 

in row 42. 

D. Confirmed 



Response of Postal Service Witness Dennis P. Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO, INC 
Redirected from Witness JOHN KELLEY 

ADVOIUSPS-T16-4. Using the OCA415 4 d Concordance data sheet, please add 
the total number of city letter routes by route delivery mode (as used in MODE for the 
timepool data given to witness Bradley). in each zip 

ADVO/USPS-TI64 ResDonse 

Please see columns E and F in the spreadsheet attached to my response to 

ADVOIUSPS-T16-3 Note that Delivery Mode " X '  signifies that the delivery mode is 

missing 



1986 

Response of Postal Service Witness Dennis P. Stevens 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO. INC 
Redirected from Witness JOHN KELLEY 

ADVOIUSPS-T16-5. Please provide the number of routes by route delivery mode (as 
used in MODE for the timepool data given to witness Bradley), in each of the three zip 
strata 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 6-5 Response 

Please see columns C and D and H to J in Revised OCA t15 4 d Concordance XIS' 

attached to my response to Advo/USPS-T16-3 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: This brings us to oral 

cross-examination. Two parties have requested oral 

cross-examination, the Office of Consumer Advocate, 

Val-Pak Direct Marketing Systems, I n c .  and Val-Pak 

Dealers Association, Inc. 

Are there any other parties who wish to 

cross-examine this witness? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, Ms. 

Dreifuss? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Good morning, Mr. Stevens. 

A Good morning. 

Q I’d like to start by talking about your 

background. It’s an impressive one. On page 1 of 

your testimony you have an autobiographical sketch. I 

think it says there that you joined the Postal Service 

in 1983. Is that right? 

A That’s correct. 

Q So you have 22 years of experience with the 

Postal Service? 

A That’s correct 

Q You worked in mail processing operations as 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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a supervisor it says here. 

A That’s correct. 

Q About how many years was that? 

A 1984 to 1988. About four to five years, I 

believe. 

Q Okay. 

A Yes. 

Q And then you say a little further down that 

you’re thoroughly versed in all aspects of Postal 

costing, concentrating in the last several years on 

the delivery function. Is that right? 

A That’s correct. 

Q When you say that you have been 

concentrating in the last several years on the 

delivery function, in what way were you concentrating 

on that? 

A In terms of trying to improve the costing 

methodologies. 

Q Were you part of a team that decided to 

design and launch a city carrier street time survey? 

A Yes. 

Q So you were one of the initial team members? 

A That‘ s correct. 

Q Who were the members of that team? 

A Several :Eolks from the Postal Service, as 
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well as some contractors. 

Q You don't need to give me the names, but 

what positions would the people in t he  Postal Service 

have held? 

A Management costing attribution. Management 

costing attribution, several other economists and 

statisticians from the Postal Service. 

Q And what outside consultants were brought 

in? 

A Also I should mention there were operational 

people too that had operational expertlse as well. 

The outside consultants were also economists 

and statisticians. 

Q Right. Was there more than one f i r m  that 

was brought in on a consulting basis? 

A A r e  you talking about specifically this 

study? 

Q Yes. I'm talking about this study, the city 

carrier street time survey. 

A There probably was only one firm. 

Q What firm was that? 

A Foster Associates. 

Q What did Foster Associates do to facilitate 

the design and launching of this study? 

A They provided support in the programming and 
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1990 

the data collection, as well as helped in the analysis 

of the data as we received it. 

Q When did the team begin its work to bring 

about a city carrier street time survey? 

A This has been going on six or seven years 

Our initial thoughts started probably in the late 

1330s. 

Q But the Postal Service didn't present a 

study like this in Docket No. R2000-1, did they? 

A No. This was the preliminary thoughts about 

how to impr-ove the cost savings. 

Q Right. 

A To get to particularly this study, it 

started in earnest I ' m  thinking in 2000-2001. 

Q And what would you say was the purpose of 

the study? If you were going to give me a general 

description of the study's purpose, what is it? 

A Well, the main goal and thrust of the study 

was primarily this was street time. The city carrier 

street time since 1986 has pretty much been a black 

box, and we really hadn't done anything since then. 

The goal was to try to figure out what 

carriers were doing on the street and attribute those 

activities to Postal products. 

Q so you view this as an attribution study? 
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A Partially, yes. 

Q What was the other part? 

A Variability, a sense of trying to determine 

the effects on how or what kinds of costs would change 

or be modified based on changes in volumes. 

Q Okay. So that was the volume variability 

part of it? 

A Yes. 

Q You wanted to see how a city carrier’s time 

would change when volumes would change? 

A That was part of it, yes. 

Q And was it important that you determine how 

a carrier’s time changed depending on the class of 

mail that was being delivered on the route? 

A We looked at cost drivers as they were. We 

tried to decide what were the cost drivers for the 

carrier rather than how we actually priced them out 

The study ends up looking at what the 

carrier handles and how the carrier handles it. The 

carrier generally is not concerned with the product 

class, but more so by shape of how he delivers it. 

Q So you considered shape to be a more 

important cost driver than class? That’s what the 

team decided? 

A Well, it may be related, but the team 
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decided to look at operations, see how the carriers 

actually delivered the mail and try to figure out how 

to measure that, measure those activities, and then 

try to tie those back to the classes that actually 

were carried. 

It's not that they were separate entities. 

They were kind of linked up, a cost link together. 

Q What were the dates that this study actually 

took place? 

A In May of 2002. May to June. I don't have 

the exact dates 

Q For how many delivery days were data 

collected? 

A Our goal was to collect 12 days at each of 

the sample sites. 

Q And were you able to achieve that goal? 

A No, not completely primarily because of 

certain situations that happened at certain sites ~- 

route evaluations or things like that or particular 

problems. Some places only gave us one week of data 

Some places gave us less than 12. 

Q Was there a holiday during that period? 

A I think so. 

Q Do you remember what the holiday was? 

A It's usually Memorial Day around there. I 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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can't remember for sure though. It seems there was a 

holiday during that period. I ' d  have to go back and 

look. 

Q Assuming Memorial Day fell within that time 

period, did that actually result in only 11 delivery 

days being measured as opposed to 1 2 ?  

A That's probably correct, yes. 

Q Can you tell me? There are four main 

witnesses in this case that have a role to play 

A Yes. 

Q ~- in presenting the city carrier street 

time survey results and using those results. You're 

one of them. There's Witness Lewis, Witness Kelley 

and Witness Bradley. 

Were all of you part of the original team 

that began to organize in 2 0 0 0 - 2 0 0 1  to present this 

survey? 

A No. Witness Lewis joined us later. He 

replaced another operations person, 

primary contact. 

who was our 

0 So you, Witness Kelley and Witness Bradley 

were all part of the team in the 2 0 0 0 - 2 0 0 1  

timeframe - -  

A That's correct. 

Q - -  that formed to organize this study? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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A That's correct. 

Q How was the decision made to collect data 

for a two-week period as opposed to some other length 

of time? 

A Part of it had to do with trying to get 

information over obviously more than one day. Part of 

it was cost factors in terms of how big a sampling and 

those kinds of issues, and probably those kind of 

questions may be best answered by Witness Kelley. 

In general, the goal was to try to get a 

good sense of variation in day-to-day and week-to-week 

and so we opted for two weeks. 

Q I see. So you felt you were able to observe 

day-to-day variations over an 11 day period'? 

A Yes. 

Q A n d  week-to-week variations because there 

were two different weeks involved? 

A Yes. 

Q Were you able to observe month-to-month 

variations? 

A No. 

Q Were you able to observe year-to-year 

variations? 

A NO. 

Q Were you able to observe seasonal effects in 
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the delivery of mail? 

A I'm not sure about that. You may want to 

pose that question to Witness Bradley in terms of 

whether there were seasonal implications of those 

data. 

Q You don't take a position on that? 

A That's correct. 

Q I can ask you this because you're aware of 

when the study was performed, right? 

A Yes. 

Q It was performed for 11 days at the end of 

May and beginning of June, correct? 

A That's accurate, yes. 

Q And it was performed in 2 0 0 2 ?  

A That's correct. 

Q It was not ever repeated at a later time in 

2002, was it? 

A No. 

Q It was never repeated in any subsequent year 

to May and June of 2002, was it? 

A Not in its entirety, no. 

Q It was partially performed at a later time? 

Is that what you're saying? 

A No. What I ' m  saying is that the CCSTS study 

as it is, it had two parts to it. The first part was 
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the data that occurred in I think it was November of 

2001, which was the fall of the year. We had the 

information there, and then we had the full study that 

we did in May. That‘s correct. 

Q Was that full study ever performed following 

the last data collection day in June of 2002? Was the 

study ever repeated in any later years? 

A We have started preliminary information on 

something else, another study, but that is not part of 

t h i s  study. 

0 Please describe what you’re doing ncw on a 

preliminary basis. 

A We have collected data, raw data f r o m  some 

scans. It‘s sitting on a shelf. We haven’t had time 

to work with it. 

Q I‘m sorry. You said you collected some raw 

data from scans? 

A Yes. Some would be from scans, yes. 

Q This is a city carrier route? 

A That’s correct. 

Q How many routes have you collected data for? 

A I don‘ t know. 

Q Ballpark guess? 

A I really don’t know offhand. I could give 

you the information later, but offhand I don’t know. 
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Q How many zip codes? 

A Offhand I don’t know. I can give you the 

information later, but I don’t have the information 

currently. 

Q When did you start this preliminary effort? 

A It started preliminarily in early 2004, the 

data collection in 2004, the scanning in 2004. That 

was it. We haven‘t done anything with the data. 

Q When you said you had scans from that period 

of time, were the scans very much like the kind of 

scanning that’s described in your testimony? 

A The process is similar. The scans or some 

of the scans are similar, but it was a totally 

different study 

Q What was the purpose of the study? 

MR. KOETTING: Mr. Chairman, at this point 

the Postal Service is going to object to the relevance 

of this question. The OCA is inquiring about a study 

that isn’t being proffered by the Postal Service and 

has no bearing with the study that’s being offered by 

Witnesses Stevens, Bradley and Kelley. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Mr. Chairman, I don‘t think 

that’s the test that the Commission applies on the 

relevance of evidence. It’s whether the evidence is 

relevant to the attribution of city carrier costs to 
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the class of mail. 

It sounds like this preliminary study is 

highly relevant for that purpose. It may not be 

something the Postal Service chose to present, but it 

is clearly relevant. I would ask that I be allowed to 

continue to ask more questions about this preliminary 

study. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: We'll allow it. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q What's the purpose of the 2004 study? 

A It's basically to look again at carrier 

c o s t s  in terms of the street time and their 

activities. 

Q Are you trying to determine the volume 

variability of city carrier costs in this preliminary 

study? 

A Yes. 

Q And you're trying to determine how to 

attribute city carrier costs by means of this study? 

A Yes. 

Q You were saying a moment ago you were 

performing scans. Are you using DOIS €or this study? 

A No. We didn't use DOIS for the last study. 

Q You didn't use DOIS for the last study? 

A No. 
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Q Okay. If you could turn to page 23 of your 

testimony? You have a section there. It’s Section B, 

DOIS Data. 

A Uh- huh. 

Q You say you didn’t use DOIS data in the 

carrier street time survey, so I’m wondering why you 

have a section in your testimony that’s labeled DOIS 

Data? 

A Well, what we asked the local sites to do 

was to provide us volumes. The volumes that they 

provided us are volumes that they also provide DOIS 

and other systems within their organizations. 

To make clear what we were asking for were 

things, because several of the sites or a third of the 

sites did not use DOIS or other forms. We simply 

asked them to provide us mail counts using the best 

counts they had available. 

Q So you‘re saying - -  

A I’m saying that some folks may have used 

DOIS to provide us numbers. We asked them to give us 

the best counts that they could give us. 

Q So to the best of your knowledge, DOIS data, 

that is data entered into the DOIS system, were used 

in this study, wasn’t it? 

A Volume data entered into the mainframe 
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systems were used in the study. Yes. 

Q What is the source of volume data for the 

preliminary study that was undertaken in 2 0 0 4 ?  

A Similarly, the same response. We asked them 

to provide us the best volume data that they had 

locally. 

Q And that may be data that was entered into 

DOIS, right? 

A Yes. The supervisor is responsible for 

counting the mail volumes at the local sites. Ne 

asked them to a l s o  provide us that information. That 

information may have been the same as entered into 

DOIS or may not have been. I‘m not sure 

Clearly for things like parcels and 

accountables, we had to make explicitly clear the 

definition of those type items that were used that 

were not in DOIS or any other system. 

Q Could you turn to your testimony at page 3, 

please? I’m going to ask you about the last paragraph 

of that testimony. 

A Yes. 

Q In the second sentence of the last paragraph 

on page 3 you say, “Study coordinators, in conjunction 

with delivery supervisors, provided operationally 

mandated daily mail counts from USPS mainframe 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 



2 0 0 1  

databases and from local counts at the delivery 

units. I' 

What are the USPS mainframe databases that 

you're talking about there? 

A I'm not sure because it varies from site to 

site. What we asked them to do was whatever way they 

counted and tabulated their volumes locally to provide 

that to us. 

In general, these sites also are required, 

it's my understanding, to send volumes to various 

databases or reporting systems. As a means t 3  explain 

to them the type of information and the quallty of 

information that we wanted, we used that language 

Q So part of the information that's in the 

city carrier street time survey comes from USPS 

mainframe databases. Is that correct? 

A It comes from the supervisor who inputs 

information also into those same databases. 

Q How did you receive the information? Did 

you go directly into the mainframe databases to obtain 

the information? 

A No. They sent us outputs. Sometimes the 

outputs were DOIS outputs because for those 

supervisors that information was exactly the same. 

Q I see. So supervisors would have input data 
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into DOIS, and then for purposes of your study they 

would have generated output from DOIS to provide to 

you? Is that correct? 

A An output printout. That’s correct, yes. 

Q Now, further down in that paragraph you say 

that 137 zip codes out of 161 recorded the volumes on 

DOIS and DSIS reports. Is that correct? 

A That’ s correct. 

Q As we’re talking about DOIS and DSIS, it 

occurs to me that there may be many people in the roon 

who don‘t know what that stands f o r .  Just to 

illuminate the discussion for others, what does DOIS 

stand for? 

A 

systems . 

Q 

A 

systems. 

those. 

Q 

I think it’s delivery operation information 

And what does DSIS stand for? 

I think it’s delivery support information 

Witness Lewis could help you better with 

Okay. Do you know whether there‘s still any 

offices on the DSIS s y s t e m ,  as opposed to the DOIS 

system? 

A I think not, but Witness Lewis should be 

able to help you with that. 

Q Do you know if DOIS contains information 
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from time and attendance reports? 

A I’m told that. Again, I’m not an expert at 

a l l  about DOIS. 

Q What volume information in terms of piece 

counts or pieces per foot counts did you need from 

delivery unit supervisors in conducting the study? 

A Those inputs are in my testimony and are 

clearly labeled, all the various forms. Business 

letters, flats, sequenced mail, parcels and 

accountables. 

0 You wanted a separate count of DPS letters, 

I believe. Is that correct? 

A That ’ s correct. 

Q And you wanted a separate count of non-DPS 

letters? Is that correct? 

A That ’ s correct. 

Q You wanted counts of flats? Is that 

correct? 

A That ’ s correct. 

Q Do the flat counts come from end-of-run 

reports, EOR reports, in some cases? 

A Possibly. 

Q If they don‘t come from an end-of-run 

reports then were they manual counts by supervisors? 

A The only ones that we were absolutely 
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certain were manual counts were the case letters and 

case flats 

Q Okay. So case letters and case flats were 

counted manually? 

A Yes. 

Q And there were also counts of parcels? Is 

that correct? 

A Our defined parcels, yes. 

Q I'm sorry? I didn't catch that. 

A Yes. P3rcels as we defined them for the 

study 

Q You qualified your answer. What do you mean 

by as you defined them f o r  the study? 

A In the testimony we define parcels as those 

pieces that could not fit in the mailbox or the mail 

receptacle. 

Q What was your term for a package, packaged- 

shaped piece, that could fit into a mailbox? 

A S P R .  SPR. 

Q That's a type of parcel, isn't it? 

A Small. 

Q A small parcel? 

A Yes. 

Q So you distinguished between small parcels 

and large parcels? Is that correct? 
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A Based on what I just said, yes. 

Q And the supervisors gave you those counts of 

small parcels and large parcels? 

A The carriers gave us counts on parcels 

because they're the only ones who could determine 

whether the pieces could actually fit in the mailbox 

or not. 

Q Do you know if parcels are among the 

operationally mandated daily mail counts? 

A No. My answer is I don't know whether 

they're part of the mandated counts or not. I think 

there's a space in DOIS for it, and I think sometimes 

they count them and sometimes they don't. Again, the 

parcels as we defined them f o r  the study are not a 

mandated count. 

Q Do you know if you got any parcel piece 

information from the operationally mandated count? 

A No. We got none from those. The parcel 

counts, as far as I understand, were the forms that 

were filled out by the carriers. Those were the only 

numbers we used for the study. 

Q Do you know if accountable mail is part of 

the operationally mandated daily mail count? 

A No. I'm not aware of that. 

Q You don't know one way or the other? 
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A Right. 

Q You did have counts of accountables though, 

didn’t you, in your study? 

A Yes, because we were concerned about that. 

We were questioning that. We asked them to have the 

carriers specifically count the accountables that they 

delivered that day. Yes. 

Q How were accountables defined? 

A We defined accountables as those mail pieces 

that required a signature or customer contact. 

Q Where would an item with delivery 

confirmation have fallen in under that definition? 

Would it have been something that would be considered 

an accountable or not considered an accountable? 

A If the piece could be scanned and placed in 

the customer’s mailbox without customer contact and 

did not require a customer signature for some other 

purpose then it would not be considered an 

accountable. 

Q Were Express Mail pieces considered 

accountables? 

A Yes. 

Q Did the supervisors or carriers provide the 

counts for accountables? 

A The carriers, under the supervision of the 
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supervisors, provided those counts on a daily basis. 

That was a carrier mandated responsibility to count 

the accountables and parcels and place them on the 

route sheet for that day. 

Q Did they distinguish among insured mail or 

signature confirmation or certified mail or Express 

Mail? 

A No. 

Q Did you collect information on saturation 

I've often called it saturation bundles in the past, 

but I believe they may be called saturation sets. Do 

you know what the correct terminology is for that? 

A We counted what we called sequenced mail, 

which I guess is similar kinds of things, but the only 

information we had that the supervisors would provide 

us was the piece count in any sequenced mail on a 

route on a given day. 

Q So the supervisors provided to you the 

number of sequenced pieces that had to be delivered on 

the delivery day observed? 

A Yes. By route, yes. 

Q By route. Did those counts distinguish 

between letters and flats? 

A No. 

Q Was there any indication of the number of 
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bundles that were involved? 

A No. 

Q Or the number of sets? 

A No. 

0 Based on your experience, your 22 years of 

experience and your concentration on delivery costs, 

do you know whether cased letters and flats are 

normally organized by delivery point into a small 

packet? 

In other words, are cased letters combined 

with cased flats to be brought out onto the street by 

the carrier and then delivered in that way? 

A I'm not sure about that. That's sort of 

outside my expertise of operations questions. 

Q You wouldn't know whether there are any 

rules against putting a rubberband around a grouping 

of mail for a particular delivery point, would you? 

A I don't know anything about any of the rules 

and things they use, no. 

Q We spoke earlier about the dates during 

which the survey was conducted was the end of May and 

the beginning of June. Based on your 22 years of 

experience, and let me start with your experience as a 

supervisor, that volumes tend to vary, and perhaps 

I'll give you an example. 
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Around the Christmas season, for example, 

there might be more packages delivered by carriers -~ 

often these are gift items - -  than you would tend to 

see at the end of May or beginning of June. Do you 

recall that situation? 

A I guess generally that's probably true. 

Q In your experience as a supervisor of mail 

processing do you recall that there seems to be a 

heavy flow of catalogs in the beginning of the fall 

mailing season around September and October? Does 

that sound familiar to you? 

A I know that generally, but I don't know hcw 

it affects operations. 

Q To the extent that there is seasonality in 

the shapes of mail the Postal Service has to deliver 

and t h e  total volumes that the Postal Service has to 

deliver over the course of a year, that seasonality is 

not reflected in this study, is it? 

A No. That was not my goal. I think the 

seasonality I guess comes out of the CCS in terms of 

distribution fees. That question may be best directed 

to the CCS operations. 

Q Actually I want to ask you though about the 

purpose of this study and how it relates to the 

question I j u s t  posed. 
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You told me at the beginning of the cross- 

examination that the purpose of this study was to be 

able to determine how to attribute cost to shapes of 

mail, how to assess the volume variability of mail in 

the city carrier operations. 

Now, if there’s any seasonality involved in 

that this study would not capture it, would it? 

MR. KOETTING: I believe that question was 

already asked and answered earlier. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Well, I have to apologize 

because I don’t remember the answer. I don’t see any 

harm in having the witness answer the question at this 

time. 

MR. KOETTING: The question was asked and 

answered. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Well, I’m going to have to 

ask that the transcriptionist go back so I will know 

what the answer was because I don’t recall it. 

Would you mind going back to the beginning 

of my cross-examination and look for the question and 

answer, unless Attorney Koetting will concede this 

point because I have other questions along these 

lines. 

MR. KOETTING: The question was asked and 

answered 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Proceed. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Do you know if I asked you that question 

before? 

A Yes. I think I answered it, and I also said 

the seasonality implications may be best addressed by 

Witness Bradley. 

Q I understand that, but I want to ask you 

because you were part of the original team. 

A Yes. 

MR. KCETTING: The question was asked and 

answered. Now it's been asked and answered twice. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Proceed, Ms. Dr-eifuss. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q If there is seasonality in the data - -  well, 

let me ask you something else, which I did not ask 
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earlier. 

There's a witness in this case, Witness 

Bernstein, who provides information to Witness Thress 

in this case concerning mail volume trends and key 

variables affecting mail volumes. Are either of these 

witnesses familiar to you? 

A No. 

Q You've never heard of them? 

A I've heard of them. 
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Q Would you accept, subject to check, that 

both of them are witnesses in this proceeding? 

A Yes. 

Q And will you accept, subject to check, that 

Witness Bernstein in the Purpose section of his 

testimony says that he is going to explain mail volume 

trends and key variables affecting mail volume that he 

provides to Witness Thress? Would you accept that 

subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q Would you accept, subject to check, that 

Witness Bernstein says that seasonable variations have 

an impact on the following: First class single piece 

letters? Would you accept that? 

A Subject to check? 

Q Yes. 

MR. KOETTING: I’m not sure what the purpose 

is of having counsel read Witness Bernstein‘s 

testimony. It speaks for itself. The witness doesn’t 

need to accept it or doesn’t need to accept it. It’s 

there. 

MS. DREIFUSS: This is a predicate for 

another question. 

MR. KOETTING: Then just read the testimony 

and ask the question. 
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BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Will you accept, subject to check, that 

Witness Bernstein cites seasonal variations as having 

an impact on volumes of first class work shared 

letters? 

1 
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A 

Q 

Yes. 

Priority Mail? 

Yes. 

Express Mail? 

Yes. 

Periodicals? 

Yes. 

Standard regular? 

Yes. 

Standard ECR? 

Yes. 

Standard nonprofit ECR? 

Yes. 

In fact, with respect to standard nonprofit 

ECR Witness Bernstein says that there is an election 

year trend that he was concerned about for the year 

2004. Would you accept that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

MR. KOETTING: Could you provide citations 

so that we can check the subject testimony? 
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MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, I will. Would you like 

me to go back to the beginning of my list and give you 

a page citation? 

MR. KOETTING: That would be helpful. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Okay. First class single 

piece letters, page 41; first class work shared 

letters, page 56; Priority Mail, page 73; Express 

Mail, page El; periodicals, pages 97, 104 and 114 

Iacross the various subclasses; standard regular, page 

139; standard ECR, page 146, standard nonproflt ECR, 

pages 157 through 158. 

n Y  MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Now back to standard nonprofit ECR. If 

there is an election year trend to delivery of 

standard nonprofit ECR volume and if Witness Bernstein 

was concerned about that for the year 2004, am I 

correct that a city carrier street time survey 

performed in 2002 would not have captured that 

seasonality? Is that correct? 

A I ' m  not sure about that answer. One of the 

goals of the study that I did not mention that I 

should have mentioned, which is the number one goal, 

was to update the 1986 study. In the 1986 study, 

similarly our methodologies deal with it in terms of 

the variation, but the variation is handled with the 
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CCS distribution key. 

The goals of the study was not to answer 

every conceivable question that could be asked about 

carrier operations. It was basically designed to 

update the 1986 information and have It fit into an 

existing costing rnechodology. 

MS. DREIFUSS: With all due respect to 

counsel, if the witness is going to give me the same 

answer he’s given several times before I ’ m  going to 

need to follow u p  with the same question I asked 

before. 

This witness said that CCS will take care = t  

the seasonality question, so that puts me in a 

position where I’m going to need to ask you again 

about the possible effects of seasonality on the 

measurement of volume variability. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q If there is seasonality in the measurement 

of volume variability, a study performed in two weeks 

at the end of May and the beginning of June will not 

capture it. Is that correct? 

A My testimony is not on the volume 

variability. That’s Witness Bradley. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Dreifuss, would you 

please be a little more cautious about repetitive 
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questions, please? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, sir. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q I might as well complete my list from 

Witness Bernstein. Would you accept, subject to 

check, that Witness Bernstein cites seasonal 

variations as having an impact on volumes of parcel 

post, page 171 of his testimony? 

A Yes. 

Q Registered mail, page 208? 

A Yes. 

Q Insured mail, page 213? 

A Yes. 

Q Certified mail, page 217? 

A Yes. 

Q Signature confirmation, page 2 4 5 ?  

A Yes. 

Q Will you accept, subject to check, that at 

pages 38 and 39 of Witness Thress’ testimony he 

focuses on 22 seasonal variables? Will you accept 

that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q He gives a great deal of emphasis to certain 

times of the year. Let me read you some of those 22 

seasonal variables from the list I see on page 38. 
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He isolates the period December 11 through 

12. Will you accept that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q And the period December 13 through 15? 

Would you accept that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q And the period December 16 through 17? 

Would you accept that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q He continues in two-day increments and then 

goes to December 24. That apparently has particular 

seasonal variations. Will you accept that subject to 

check? 

A Yes. 

Q And also the period December 25 through the 

31st? Will you accept that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

Q Now, you conducted a study at the end of May 

and June o f  2002. Is that correct? 

A That ’ s correct. 

Q You did not conduct this study at any time 

in December, did you? 

A In December? No 

Q Let me read you some of the other seasonal 

variables he’s got here. September 1 through 15 and 
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September 16 through 30. Again, this is all from page 

38. Those are seasonal variables. 

Did you conduct your study during either of 

these two-week periods in September? 

A No. 

Q He cites October as being a seasonal 

variable. Did you conduct your study in October? 

A No. 

0 He cites November 1 through December 10 as 

being a seasonal variable. Did you conduct your study 

during that period of time? 

A I ’ m  hesitating. I did do a beta test during 

the fall of the year. I ‘ m  not sure if it was October/ 

November, but in general, no 

Q I’ll skip December. I’ve already gone over 

that. He cites January 2 through February 28 and 29 

as a seasonal variable. Did you conduct your study 

during that period of time? 

A No. 

Q He also cites March 1 through March 31. Did 

you conduct your study during that period of time? 

A No. We only conducted the study during the 

periods of time I‘ve already quoted. 

Q So you didn’t conduct the study during t h e  

period April 1 through 15, another seasonal variable? 
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Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q I'll end this up by saying July 1 through 

August 31 is another seasonal variable. You didn't 

conduct your study during that period o f  time either, 

did you? 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Dreifuss, could you tell 

me where you're going with this line of questioning, 

please? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes, Mr. Chairman. I ' m  

trying to show that the study is completely inadequate 

to the purposes that the Commission needs to apply It; 

that a study perforned for a very, very brief period 

of time during a single year during a two-week period 

that does not capture any seasonal variation, that 

does not carry any variations that might occur over a 

rate cycle, is completely inconsistent with the 

Commission's prior holdings on the kind of study it 

needed and wanted the Postal Service to present. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Continue. 

MS. DREIFUSS: Thank you. Mr. Chairman, you 

very conveniently and happily have led me to actually 

going to prior Commission statements 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q In Docket R1997-I in paragraph 3035 the 
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Commission stated that an eight-week time span is too 

short to capture effects that are volume variable over 

the time span of a postal rate cycle. Will you accept 

that subject to check? 

A Yes. 

MR. KOETTTNG: Could you give us the context 

in which that statement was made? 

MS. DREIFUSS: Yes. This is a criticism and 

cltimately a rejection of Witness Bradley's study of 

the volume variability of mail processing costs in 

Docket R1997-1. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q The Commission further stated, "The 

Commission's understanding of the time period that is 

appropriate for volume variable cost analyses is that 

the volume variability of costs should reflect the 

length of time that the Commission's recommended rates 

would be expected to be in effect." Do you accept 

that subject to check? 

MR. KOETTING: Mr. Chairman, I'm going to 

object  here. Again, the Commission's statements speak 

for themselves. The witness does not need to accept 

them subject to check. They don't need to become 

evidence. 

Counsel can make whatever arguments she 
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wishes to on brief with this material, but it’s not 

necessary for the cross-examination of this witness 

for her to sit here and read Commission statements and 

then ask him to accept subject to check something he 

doesn‘t even have in front of him. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I totally agree with 

counsel 

Ms. Dreifuss, those statements speak for 

themselves, and there‘s no purpose in reading 

witnesses’ testimony. Please proceed. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Mr. Stevens, did you collect data for the 

city carrier street time survey that spanned an entire 

rate cycle? 

A No. 

Q Did you conduct a study that provided panel 

data on city carrier street time costs to the 

Commission? 

A No. 

Q I want to ask you about the collection 

activity for which you collected data. What kinds of 

collection activities were studied? 

A Mail collections you’re talking about? 

Q Yes. Mail collection activities. 

A The only collection activities that were 
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studied were the collection activities done by 

carriers as they were on their routes. 

We captured collections as part of delivery 

times when carriers retrieved mail from a delivery box 

at the same time they put in mail. That was included 

in what we call delivery time, so it was like 

collected while delivered. 

Secondly, we captured situations where city 

carriers would actually pool mail from city collection 

boxes, mail collection boxes. 

Q What kind of information did you collect on 

the retrieval of mail from individual mailboxes? 

A We didn’t capture anything separately from 

that except the pieces that were brought in. 

Q So do you have any time data for that 

activity? 

A Not as a separate activity, no. 

Q You didn’t have the carriers scan that point 

at which they were going to retrieve a piece of mail 

from an individual mailbox? 

A No. 

Q Did you have any piece counts of those 

pieces that were collected from individual mailboxes? 

A Yes, we do. 

Q Who provided those piece counts? 
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A The carriers. 

Q Do you know if Witness Bradley used that 

information in performing his econometric analysis? 

A I think he used some of the information. 

You'd have to talk to Witness Bradley about how he 

used the data. 

0 Now, in terms of mail retrieved from mail 

collection boxes - -  

A Yes? 

Q - -  what kind of data did you collect on 

thac? 

A We started with the idea that carriers were 

collecting a significant part ~~ there's a significant 

activity, a daily activity or at least some regular 

activity pulling mail from the mailboxes, so we asked 

them to scan that. 

We found some information from it. It was 

so sparse and scarce we kind of went with the idea 

that we had before the study that most of that 

activity is no longer done by city carriers pulling 

mail from mailboxes. The data was so scarce and 

sparse there's nothing anywhere - -  in the study 

anywhere 

Q All right. So even though he collected the 

data, to the best of your knowledge - -  
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A It wasn’t used. 

Q - -  Witness Bradley didn‘t use it? 

A Yes. 

Q In March 2004 the Postal Service started a 

new service called carrier pickup. Are you familiar 

with that service at all? Have you ever heard of it? 

A I’ve heard of it, yes. That‘s correct. 

MR. KOETTING: I ’ m  not sure what this has to 

do with this witness’ testimony, which is the study 

which, as we’ve determined, concluded in June 2002. I 

object on the ground of relevancy. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I believe it’s relevant, Mr. 

Chairman, because I‘m going to try to demonstrate to 

the Commission that there’s a significant new carrier 

selection activity that is the picking up of Express 

Mail and Priority Mail and in some cases parcel post 

from individual recipients that would not be 

represented in this study. I think I’ll only need 

another question or two to establish that. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, I think we know that. 

Proceed. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

Q Have you ever heard of carrier pickup? 

A Yes. 

Q Are you generally familiar with it? 
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A Somewhat. 

Q Do you know that it generally involves 

picking up Express Mail and Priority Mail packages? 

A I'm not familiar with the types of mail ox 

products they actually pick up 

Q Well, would you accept, subject to check, 

and if you want to check I'm looking at the March 2004 

issue of Mailers Companion that I obtained from the 

Postal Service's website, usps.com. 

Would you accept, subject to check, that 

carrier pickup is for the purpose of picking up 

Express Mail and Priority Mail packages primarily? 

A You got that statement from where? 

Q I see a description of this service in this 

is a Postal Service publication called Mailers 

Companion, and the issue is 2004. I can show you what 

I printed from the internet if you care to look at it. 

A That's not my understanding of what carrier 

pickup is. 

MS. DREIFUSS: May I approach the witness? 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Yes. 

THE WITNESS: I read i t ,  and t h e  f irst  

sentence I see is, "Carrier pickup allows customers to 

notify their local post office on line when they have 

packages to pick up regardless of class." 
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My understanding of this is that it’s just a 

continuation of the same process that’s always been 

there where carriers will pick up mail from customers. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Dre fuss, I think the 

witness is not familiar with this Would you just 

please continue? 

MS. DREIFTJSS: Yes, sir. At a later time 

OCA will establish what carrier pickup is. 

BY MS. DREIFUSS: 

0 To the extent that there is a new ser-vice 

begun in March 2004 or thereabouts, the study that :;sii 

performed in the May/June timeframe of 2002 would not 

reflect those activities. Is that correct? 

A My understanding is it’s not a new service. 

I mean, our carriers have always picked up mail. The 

new portion as I understand it is a simple way of 

letting the carrier know beforehand that he has to 

pick up some mail. 

Q That simple way that you mentioned, was that 

simple way in place in May and June of 2002? 

A I would assume so. If the customer wanted 

to leave something for the carrier he would leave it 

in the mailbox or would leave a note in the box for 

pickup. 

0 If the service had a different character in 
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2004 than it did in 2002 then am I correct that a 2002 

study would not reflect anything that was different 

about carrier pickup that was implemented in the year 

2004? 

A If there was a difference in carrier 

behavior in terms of their activities that would be 

correct. 

MS. DREIFUSS: I have no further questions, 

Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Ms. Dreifuss. 

Mr. Olson? 

I think what we should do before Mr. O l s o r ,  

begins is why don't we take our midmorning break for 

about 10 minutes and then come back at ll:?5? Thank 

you. 

(Whereupon, a short recess was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Olson? 

MR. OLSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. OLSON: 

0 Mr. Stevens, William Olson representing Val- 

Pak Direct Marketing Systems and Val-Pak Dealers 

Association. 

We asked in an interrogatory to Witness 

Bradley that got redirected to you, two of them 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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actually, but the one I want to ask you to look at is 

T-14-14. Do you have that? 

A Yes, I have it. 

Q Okay. The question dealt with costing for 

the treatment of flats in the category of sequenced 

mail in Witness Bradley‘s testimony. 

Is it safe to say that if I ask you a 

question about what sequenced mail means and ask 

Witness Bradley a question about what sequenced mail 

means in his testimony that we’re going to come to the 

same term and the same meaning? 

A I hope so. 

Q Okay. Well, since we had asked the question 

of him and you answered it, I guess it was because you 

were the data collection expert on the 2002 city 

carrier street time survey? 

A That’s correct. 

Q Okay. I know I asked about flats, but let 

me just briefly supplement that with a question about 

letters. 

We asked you about how certain pieces were 

recorded in your data collection, and you said that 

all delivered mail was recorded. That is correct? 

A That’s correct. 

Q Now what I want to ask you is what falls in 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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t h e  ca t egory  of sequenced m a i l  and what i s  o u t s i d e  t h e  

ca t egory  of sequenced mail?  I t h i n k  t h e  e a s i e s t  way 

i s  t o  a s k  a number of s p e c i f i c  q u e s t i o n s .  

Let me f i r s t  s t a r t  wi th  i f  you have l e t t e r s  

which a r e  DPS‘d t o  t h e  p l a n t  and they  come t o  t h e  

c a r r i e r  a s  p a r t  of t h e  DPS l e t t e r  mail  s t ream,  those  

a r e  counted a s  l e t t e r s ,  c o r r e c t ?  

A A s  D P S  l e t t e r s .  

Q Okay. I f  DALs a r e  DPS’d t o  t h e  p l a n t  and 

a r e  inc luded  i n  t h a t  mail  s t r e e t ,  those  a r e  a l s o  

counted a s  l e t t e r s ,  c o r r e c t ?  

A T h a t ’ s  c o r r e c t .  T h e y ’ l l  be included i n  the  

DPS count .  

Q On t h e  o t h e r  hand of course a f l a t  cannot be 

DPS’d so t h a t  wouldn‘t  apply  h e r e ,  but i f  you had a 

l e t te r  and t h e  l e t t e r  was cased by t h e  c a r r i e r  t h a t  

would be counted as  a l e t t e r  i n  t h e  system, c o r r e c t ?  

A Yes, a s  a cased l e t t e r .  

Q And i f  i t  were a DAL and t h e  DAL were cased,  

t h a t  would be t r e a t e d  as  a l e t t e r ?  

A A s  a cased l e t t e r .  

Q And i f  i t  were a f l a t  and it  were cased by 

t h e  c a r r i e r  i t  would be cons idered  a cased f l a t  I take 

i t ?  

A That ‘ s correct .  
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Q Okay. Now for third bundles of letters that 

are taken directly to the street those would he 

considered sequenced mail, would they? 

A Yes. 

Q And if they're counted as sequenced mail by 

definition they're not going to he double counted as 

letters, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And if you have DALs which are not 

DPS'd or not cased, they're simply taken as a bundle 

to the street along with the host piece, the count of 

those DALs, is that included in sequenced mail? 

A Could you repeat the question? I ' m  sorry. 

I think 1 got you, but I'm not sure. 

Q I'm sorry. It probably was confusing. I f  

you have DALs and they're not DPS'd, they're not 

cased, but they're simply a stack of line of travel 

DALs that the carrier takes directly to the street 

along with the host piece, those DALs are counted as 

pieces of sequenced mail, correct? 

A That ' s correct. 

Q Okay. And then if the carrier takes the 

host piece, the flat or parcel perhaps, with a DAL and 

he takes that as a third bundle to the street that 

also would be counted as a piece of sequenced mail, 
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A That‘s correct. 

Q Okay. Within sequenced mail do you divide 

between letters and flats? 

A No. 

Q Okay. I guess this is obvious, but I’ll ask 

it anyway. Do you divide between DALs and non-DAL 

letters? If you don’t divide between letters and 

flats, I guess that’s obvious. 

A No. 

Q So your sequenced mail number is all pieces 

taken directly to the street by a carrier whether 

they’re third bundles, letters or DALs or flats? 

A That‘s correct. 

Q Okay. Where a detached address label is 

cased and the saturation flat is also cased and the 

mail is undelivered, I take it none of that would be 

sequenced mail? 

A That’s correct. 

Q Neither the DAL that‘s cased nor the flat 

that’s cased because they’re cased, correct? 

A That’s correct. They‘ll be counted as part 

of that workload. Yes. 

Q So if you had a mailing of 500 DALs and 500 

flats that went with those DALs, wraps or flats or 
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covers or whatever we care to call them, and the DALs 

are either DPS’d or cased and the flats are taken to 

the street, then the sequenced mail goes up by 500, 

right, not by 1,000? 

A That’s correct. The DAL count that’s DPS‘d 

would be subsumed in the DPS count, and the only count 

we would have in the sequence would be the 500 pieces 

that went out. I t ’ s  a separate workload. 

MR. OLSON: I thank you for your absolutely 

clear testimony. I‘m very grateful. It was perfect. 

Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Olson. 

MR. OLSON: I should have said I have no 

further questions. 

CHAIRMAN GMAS: Thank you. 

Is there anyone else who wishes to cross 

examine this witness? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN GMAS: Are there any questions from 

the bench? 

COMMISSIONER GGLDWAY: I have some. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mrs. Goldway? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: You were on the team 

that planned the structure of this study as Ms. 

Dreifuss inquired of you earlier. We have heard from 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Ms. Dreifuss and we all know that there are great 

variations in the volume and the class mix of mail 

over a period of a year 

When you were planning this study, why did 

you choose the last week in May and the first week in 

June? What was your thinking in determining that 

period of time? 

THE WITNESS: To the degree that the volumes 

were typical, whatever that means, of either spikes up 

or down, to the degr-ee that we could get the time and 

operational buy in to support this process, to the 

degree that carriers would not be overburdened by the 

process. 

We took all those factors in consideratlon 

in trying to come up with a timeframe that would give 

us the best picture of the Postal Service. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So the volume was 

certainly not heavy during that period of time. The 

weather was good. You felt that the people you were 

working with in the field would be more cooperative at 

that particular time. 

THE WITNESS: I think the word I would use 

is typical. It's more normal. There's nothing going 

on that was out of the way that would cause potential 

concerns or difficulties. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202) 628-4888 



2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2 0  

21 

22 

2 3  

2 4  

25 

2 0 3 4  

That was a concern to get the buy in because 

it was not just the managers. We had to get the 3,500 

carriers to buy in as well. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: I have this other 

question. You said that you were counting parcels as 

those items that could not fit in a mailbox? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: It seems to me in 

apartment buildings and in many multiple mailbox areas 

the mailboxes are so small that most flats can't fit 

in those mailboxes. 

THE WITNESS: That's possibly true. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: How are those counted 

in your study? 

THE WITNESS: Our definition is very clear. 

Any piece that could not fit into the mailbox that 

would cause additional time for the carriers. The 

carriers would then have to access the door, and so we 

wanted to count anything that was separate from this 

normal, routine delivery activity. That was why we 

defined it as we did. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So in that sense some 

flats were being called parcels and flats were perhaps 

undercounted as part of the normal delivery because - -  

THE WITNESS: Nothing was counted twice. 
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COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: I know it was not 

counted twice. It wasn’t counted twice, but it wasn’t 

counted as a flat. It was counted as a parcel because 

it was delivered separately from the mailbox. 

Therefore, the costs associated with flats 

were shifted into parcels because the definition was 

different? I’m confused about how you can be 

consistent on measuring the cost. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Again, I think part of 

the confusion is trying to transfer our workload 

ledgers to actual categories of mail. 

The goal of the study was to measure 

workload as the carriers performed their duties so 

letters and flats and small parcels and sequenced mail 

were separate things that the carriers would do. 

One clear thing they also did was they had 

items that would not fit in the box. These items 

would cause additional time, additional access, so we 

wanted to make sure that we captured those. If 

there’s anything that‘s different from the 1986 study 

that we needed it was those accesses. 

To the degree that they would therefore then 

cause a change in what the flat fee was - -  

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Well, it seems to me 

if you called them parcels so that the workload is 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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allocated to parcels, but in fact they’re flats - -  

THE WITNESS: But we get our distribution 

key from a different source. We don’t get the 

distribution key from the fact that we call them 

parcels. Actually, the CCS calls them parcels. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So you called them 

parcels, but then when you figured what the workload 

was to handle them you called them flats? 

THE WITNESS: No. Let’s drop the word 

parcels and make it clearer 

Let’s say packages are any pieces of mail 

that would not fit in the mailbox. We wanted them to 

capture those and count those as a separate, disLinct 

workload. They would enter that number, whatever that 

number was, on their daily route sheets. Those 

issues, those pieces, then have a separate and 

distinct distribution key. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: But some of those are 

flats and some of those are parcels? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Partially, yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So then how do we get 

back to tracing the workload of flats if some of those 

flats are called something else? 

THE WITNESS: No. No. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Maybe I’m dense about 
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this. I must be. Maybe what we can do is get for me 

something in writing that explains that - -  

THE WITNESS: Yes. I could write it up a 

little bit more clearer. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: ~- more clearly for 

me. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. Yes. The link in how we 

tie it back. Yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Yes. Okay. I’d 

appreciate that. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Excuse me for interrupting, 

but I think what you‘re saying is that the key, when 

they went back, if it was a flat that didn’t fit in it 

was keyed as a flat in the study. Is that not 

correct? 

THE WITNESS: Flats that were delivered - -  

flats in the study. Flats that were treated as 

parcels were counted as parcels in the study and were 

not counted in flats at all. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Yes. Well, that’s 

what’s confusing to me. So I appreciate what you 

write up, and then I will consider more in the study. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Thank you. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Then I guess I would 
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ask whether you were aware of any of the Postal Rate 

Commission's concerns about, in the mail-processing 

studies done before, our concerns about a length of 

time for a study and what we viewed as a proper length 

of time for any study when you were composing the 

outline of your study. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. We're aware of those 

concerns, but, again, my first responsibility was to 

to ta;:e the ' 8 5  study as it was and to update it 

C:.I~-:.~:J: standards. So what I did in terms of thls 

, ~ i , t t >  c~1:eccion was to deal with just that part of the 

, 114': STS and LTV, and combined those aspects to , , -  - .. 
,2z!i?:~ i n d  used the same framework in terms of the 

i s ; n i -  ::ips. 

Gie c o n s d e r e d  and understand that there 

I S S : I P S ,  a n d  those things will be 

t~i:~~~.ssi.i b:; !ditn-:;s Peilly. The one thing about the 

; t c.:s?en t!i,it In- t ~ ? ~ d  to put in place was that if 

sion accepts it, it becomes a 

~~ ~ * 

3 :~ k j; t:Y I~ 2 b.v. - .  v 3 1  uld get better long-term data 

, i  . ';Ou ~+,?l:ltrd to. 

COMMISSI3NEZ GOLDWAY: Thank you. 

THE WITSESS: Yes. 

C3MMISSI3NER TISDALE: I have a couple of 

,quest ions. 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Excuse me. Commissioner 

Tisdale. 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Mr. Stevens, when 

letter carrier routes, city routes, are being 

inspected for adjustment, how many weeks of 

information are considered? 

THE WITNESS: I'm not familiar at all with 

the - -  evaluation procedures. I think Mr. Lewis could 

possibly aiiswer those for you. My understanding of 

what they d3 is they go out on one day, and they do a 

reading. Thac's all I knuw about it. They count the 

mail for t h i t  day for some period. 

COYMISSIONER TISaALE: Okay. Did I hear you 

right ,when :;ou said t!:i: ti-)? time that was picked for 

this stud.:,, 'was a time :*,hen ' I didn't expect the mail 

to peak o r  rho mail v?lurnes L O  peak? 

TSE WITNESS: What I tried to say was that, 

y c u  kno-e), thi-z~e are ~ : e 3 k . s  and valleys throughout the 

course o f  t!ie -whole :: :- in between Christmas, and you 

knoij  abou- m a i l  v o l u r ~ s  III general. Our goal is to 

try to find somethinq t h a t  was a typical period that 

didn't have any ~~ what most people call a "spike" 

like tax day  or things like that or a lull like during 

July during the holida:Js .  So we try to find a typical 

period. Thac's why we ended up in after the April-May 
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period. 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Would that mail 

typically peak around the end of the month and the 

first of the month? 

THE WITNESS: D o  you mean on the first and 

the fifteenth, that kind of thing? 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Well, around the end 

of the month and the first of the month. You took two 

weeks, cne week at the end of the month and one at the 

iiis: cf another month. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Aren't those weeks 

:;,-picall:. Weeks when mail volume is up? 

THE WITNESS: Right. Yeah. To some degree, 

'we 'wanted a two-week period. I don't hear much about 

' n a i l  ~~ol'urnes and peaking and stuff. Just from my own 

pers~ecti:.e is t h a t ,  you know, mail and bills tend to 

r o m e  otit the first and the fifteenth, so our goal in a 

t.i3-'wee;i: period was to try to capture the peaking 

~eriod at t h e  middle of the month and the end of the 

rnor.th. 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Then you wanted to 

capture :he peak. Is that what you're saying? 

THE WITNESS: To the degree that mail varies 

from day to day within a month, it tends to vary 
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between over a 15-day cycle, a 14-day cycle, a two- 

week cycle, and so that was our goal, yes. 

COMMISSIONER TISDALE: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any additional 

questions? 

(No response. 1 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, Mr 

b:zetting, would you like some time with your witness? 

MR. KOETTING: Just a minute or two. 

CHAIRMAN OFAS: Fine. 

i ,Discuss ion  off the  record.) 

-HAIRMAN OMAS : M r .  Koetting? 

MR. KOETTIN;: The Postal Ser-vice has no 

i~elirecr, M r .  Cha:L-,.l:: 

CHAIRMAN 3P:AS: Thank  you 

M r .  Stt:rens, :!I.~c completes your testimony 

! l i - l i .  t ~ e r y  much for your 

, ,and you are now excused. 

TXE P I I T N E  i n k  you, sir. 

:,The wi:?.e~'y.s ' x i s  excused. ) 

CHAIRMAN :'MAS: ML-. Koetting, would you 

please i d e n E i f y  yoi::~ ‘witness so that I may swear h i m  

1 I1 ? 

MR. KOETT:::: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The 

P o ~ t ~ l  SerJice calls as its next witness Professor 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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having been duly sworn, 
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DLEY 

was called as a 

witness and was examined and testified as follows: 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Please be seated. 

Mr. Koetting? 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-14.) 

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KOETTING: 

2 Could you please state your full name and 

c':s--. t i 3 1 - 1  far the recc:-d? 

A I ' m  : . l ichael David Bradley, and I ' m  a 

:.r-:f--;scr- of economics at Geor-ge Washington 

1.1;: 1 .;e r 9 ; t y 

Y P~~ofessot- Er-. ldle:~, I've just handed you a 

1;.::unit:ic entitied " T e s t  Irnony of Michael D. Bradley on 

b e h l f  ~f t h e  United S t a t e s  Postal Service," which has 

been de-.igna:ed as USFS-T-14. Are you familiar with 

tnis document? 

A I am 

Q Was it prepared by you or under your 

supervision? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
(202) 6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



. I  

2 0 4 3  

A It was. 

Q If YOU were to testify orally today, would 

this be your testimony? 

A It would. 

Q Are there any Category 2 library references 

associated with this testimony? 

A Yes. 

Q Could you identify those, please? 

A Library Reference K81. 

0 And is it your intention to sponsor USPS-LR- 

. I . , .  

I . ? ~  as p i r t  of your testimony? 

A Y e s .  

MR. KOETTING: ML. Chairman, with that, the 

??stal  S e r ~ i c e  would -equest that the direct testimony 

:,f ?lichae! 0. Rradley an behalf of the United States 

t c ‘ s t a l  Service, labeled as USPS-T-14, and the 

i s s ~ z i a t e i l  1iScsry r-eference be admitted into evidence 

:n:o this pr3ceedinq. 

m 

CHAIF’MAN C P A S :  I s  there any objection? 

(No reSp3I:S’S. 1 

CSAIPMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct 

counsel to pro,iide cb,e reporter with two copies of the 

corr-ected direct ~estirnony of Michael D. Bradley. 

That testimony is recei-Jed into evidence. However, as 

i s  our practice, it will not be transcribed. 
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(The document referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. USPS-T-14 was 

received in evidence.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Bradley, have you had an 

opportunity to examine the packet of designated 

‘written cross-examination that was made available to 

yau this morning? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN 0I”AS: If those questions contained 

1:; :hat picket were posed to you today, would your 

ins:iers t,e r h e  same as those you’ve submitted in 

TSE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

C m I R . M A N  WAS:  Are there any additions or 

, ’ ~ y r t  1 ,~ .>ns t h a t  ; icu -w3uld like to make to t h o s e  

THE WITNESS: I would just like to make a 

- P  521’ the  L-ecor-i .  I:? the packet I was originally 

!:3:~;’ied, CCA Suestla:: 2’5, to me, was not the revised 

r .si t ip. ,  a n d  I substituted in the previously filed, 

rt..:ised version so t h e  packets are correct. 

C H A I R W  O V A S :  Counsel, would you please 

~ ~ - i . . ’ i d e  two copies D F  the corrected designated written 

~13ss-e~arnination of Witness Bradley to the reporter? 
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That material is received into evidence and is to be 

transcribed into the record. 

(The documents referred to, 

previously identified as 

Exhibit No. ADVO/USPS-T-14-1 

6, 12, 16-17, were received 

in evidence.) 
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NAAJUSPS-T14-1, 3 
OCNUSPS-T14-7. 9. 12. 16. 19. 26, 30 
OCNUSPS-TI5-la-c. f redirected to T14 
VP/USPS-T14-2a-b, 6, 9-10 

Otfice of the Consumer Advocate ADVOIUSPS-T14-19 

OCNUSPS-Tl5-la-c. f redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.6- Q6 redirected to T14 
VP/USPS-T14-l. 5. 9-10 

OCNUSPS-T14-5-6, 19, 32 
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Party Interroqatories 

Valpak Direct Marketing Systems, 
Inc. and Valpak Dealers' Association Inc 

VP/USPS-T14-1. 2b, 3-6, 7a. c, 9-10, 12 

Respectfully 
su bmitted, 

/ k Lu 
Steven W. Williams 
Secretary 
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..INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF 
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

WITNESS MICHAEL D. BRADLEY (T-14) 
DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION 

I nterroqatoy Desiqnatinq Parties 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-1 Advo 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-2 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-3 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-4 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-5 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-6 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-9 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-10 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-12 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-16 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-17 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-19 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-22 
NAAIUSPS-T14-1 
NAAIUSPS-TI 4-3 

Advo 
Advo 
Advo, NAA 
Advo 
Advo. NAA 
NAA 
NAA 
Advo, NAA 
Advo 
Advo 
NAA, OCA 
NAA 
NAA 
NAA 

OCAIUSPS-T14-2 Advo 
OCAIUSPS-T14-3 
OCAJUSPS-T14-4 
OCAJVSPS-T14-5 
OCAJUSPS-T14-6 
OCAJUSPS-T14-7 
OCNUSPS-T14-8 
OCAJUSPS-T14-9 
OCNUSPS-T14-10 
OCAJUSPS-T14-11 
OCAJUSPS-T14-12 
OCNUSPS-T14-16 
OCNUSPS-T14-19 
OCNUSPS-T14-24 
OCNUSPS-T14-25 

Advo 
Advo 
OCA 
OCA 
NAA 
Advo 
Advo. NAA 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo, NAA 
Advo, NAA 
Advo. NAA, OCA 
Advo 
Advo 

OCNUSPS-T14-26 NAA 
OCNUSPS-T14-27 Advo 
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lnterroqatory 

OCAIUSPS-T14-28 
OCAIUSPS-T14-29 
OCAIUSPS-T14-30 
OCNUSPS-T14-31 
OCAIUSPS-T14-32 
OCAIUSPS-T14-33 
OCAIUSPS-T14-34 
OCNUSPS-T14-35 
OCAIUSPS-T14-36 
OCNUSPS-T14-37 
OCAIUSPS-Tl5-la redirected to T14 
OCAIUSPS-T15-lb redirected to T I 4  
OCAIUSPS-TI5-IC redirected to T14 
OCNUSPS-Tl5-lf redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.6- Q5 redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.6- Q6 redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.8- Q1 redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.8- Q2c redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.8- Q2d redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.8- Q2e redirected to T14 
PRCIUSPS-POIR No.8- Q2f redirected to T14 
VPIUSPS-T14-I 
VPIUSPS-T14-2a 
VPIUSPS-T14-2b 
VPIUSPS-T14-3 
VPIUSPS-TI44 
VPIUSPS-T14-5 
VPIUSPS-T14-6 
VPIUSPS-T14-7a 
VPIUSPS-T14-7c 
VPIUSPS-T14-9 
VPIUSPS-T14-10 
VPIUSPS-T14-12 

Desiqnatinq Parties 

Advo 
Advo 
Advo. NAA 
Advo 
Advo, OCA 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
NAA, OCA 
NAA, OCA 
NAA. OCA 
NAA, OCA 
Advo 
Advo. OCA 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo 
Advo, OCA, Valpak 
Advo. NAA 
Advo, NAA, Valpak 
Advo. Valpak 
Valpak 
OCA, Valpak 
NAA. Valpak 
Advo, Valpak 
Advo. Valpak 
Advo, NAA. OCA, Valpak 
Advo. NAA, OCA, Valpak 
Valpak 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

iD\JO-USPS-TIJ-1 
in EXCEL readable format. indicated by an XLS extension for each file. Please also 
ensure :hat !he column headers state :he variacle names. 

Please provide !he following four LR USPS-K-81 incut files 

la !  Timepool Mdata.prn 
i b !  LFdoIume Mdata.prn 
~ c I Pavolume Mdata.prn 
i c i  Density Mdata.pm. 

\,2\:C-GSPS-TAJ-: 2esDonse: 

;-e 'cur -eaues:ec 'ilss. ,n Excel format as ndicated by an XLS extension. inclucing 

: j , u m n  neacers :ha: %:are :he variaDle names are provided in the attached file. Carrier 

Gaia Excel.Z:o. They are entitled: Timepool Maata.prn.xks. LFVolume Mdata.prn.xls. 

Pavolume Mdata prn.xls. and Density Mdata.prn.xls 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

ADVO-US?S-T:J-2. P!ease provide a copy, downloadaole in Word, Word 
Perfect. or PDF. of :he SAS log for your program "Estimating Delivery Equations 
describec In LR K-37 

ADVO-USPS-T14-2 Resoonse 

The requested :og ' s  xovided oeiow' 

'303 
'BCJ 
' 8 0 5  
' 806  
, 8 0 7  

NOT5 

..................................................................... .... 71s s e c t ; m  :- : - e  3rsgr3m :On'iel'fs 3Iana0e:;c -oute w m o e r s - * -  ; ... a n a  : o n S t F ' l c f s  3 ~ n i o u e  : iD -aou te  !D ' o r  e d c i  " o u t e * * * - * - * - - - - - * * :  ...................................................................... 

T h e  r n f i i e  T I P E D A T  is: 

File N a n e = c : \ T m e o o o l  u a s k . o r n ,  
RECFM=V,LRECL=Z56  

NOTE' 36655 r e c o r d s  were r e a d  'rom the m f l l e  T i rED l iT .  
The minimum r e c o r n  lersgfn was 76. 
The maxmum r e c o r d  l e n g t n  was 133.  

NOTE: The d a t a  s e 1  W O R K . T I M E !  n a s  36655 onservatlons and 32 v a r i a a l e s  
NOTE: DATA s t a t e m e n t  used: 

r e a l  time 0 . 5 0  seconds  
CD" t i m e  0 . 3 4  seconds 

1808 

!811 
1812 
18:3 
1814 

18:5 
1816 
I 8 1 7  
l f l t f l  
' 819  
1820 

n a t a  t1me2; 5 e t  t m e t ;  
If r t  ' X X '  then  r t = 9 9 . 3 ;  
If  c t  = ' O A  o r  r t  = 08 o r  r t  = OD o r  -7 = OE o r  r t  = 'Ok '  
o r  r t  = ! A  o r  r t  = 4 A  o r  -t  = 4B 3' r t  i A7 o r  r t  = ' C Z '  
o r  r t  = 'C3' or -t  = CA o r  r f  = CK 0' r t  = CT or r t  = ' C v '  

o r  *t = ' I T  or v t  = 1' o r  = L 3  o r  't = L 7 '  o r  r t  = ' M a '  
o r  r t  = E S  o r  P t  = E'/ o r  r t  = F '  o r  rt = G5 o r  r t  = ' H K '  

o r  r t  = r F  o r  -t 2 01 o r  r t  = 02 o r  r t  = 0s o r  r t  = '07' 
o r  r t  = OL o r  -: i P '  o r  7 :  = D ?  o r  -t  = ' R E  o r  r t  i " X '  
o r  r t  = 'VY o r  -i = h8 tiel qr:=:.:; 

e l s e  ? r f = ? f :  
rtI"O="r: ' 3 3 :  
z lo r :=zLo-? t , " '3  
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To  Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

. , ~ ~ ~  ..................................................................... 
~~ 

4 ; s  i e c ~ ~ ~ n  li : l e  >r?qrm ? l r i i i a t e s  ............... '3:s .... ....... j n y  3 u a 1 ~ : 3 t ?  :;3~-3u:e. 3ay 1 0 5 0 r ' i a r : i n 5  I" t i e  ? m e  3a?.a*- - - - ** :  
. e 2 -  ...................................................................... air) 

' i ? n  : r7c ~ a n ~  T O D - : ~ ~ ,  3'/ ;:srt Gate:  io ~ I D  w o e :  
,331 . a r  3 u c  3e0 3na ma -sa  -ea -'no -oa 
' 3 3 '  : f o t  :uat ? c a r  ,mat c e a t  m a t  7s: 2 r :  :t'f I t t  d a t t  twit 
' 9 3 2  -!: gc: ? c t  > a t  l a t  P a a t  3c: q a t : :  
' 8 3 :  ~ u t s ~ t  o u i = t m e 3  Tean=oua 3ea ona 3oa -ad -en -na eoa 
'03-1 i'a: c u a t  q c d t  .,mat c e a t  amat n s t  a r t  t t f t  n t t  a a t t  t r v l t  
'035 r:t g c t  e c t  p a t  d o t  Daat  o c t  ? a t  i = s o o s ;  
' a36  
' 837  
,838 ............................... 
1039 .. Read i n  LF volume D a t a  ........ 
1 0 4 3  ............................... 
NOTE: i n e r e  *ere  36655 o D s e r v a t i o n s  r e a d  f rom t n e  d a t a  s e t  WORK.TINE2. 
NOTE The d a t a  s e t  d0RK TIWE3 n a s  36647 o b s e r v a t i o n s  ana 35 v a r i a b l e s  
NOTE PROCEDURE NEANS m e a  

r e a 1  time 0 . 7 8  seconds 
CPU t i m e  0.62 seconds 

,847 DATA l f v o l l ;  i n f i l e  l f u o l :  
1 8 ~ 2  i n p u t  L I P  d a t e  5 r t e n a  a w l  c a l  c n l  c f  seq ; 
1043 
1 Bad 
18.15 
lB.16 .................................................................... 
tg4, ... r n l s  s e c t i o n  o f  t n e  p r o g r a m  c o n v e r t s  a l e n a o e t l c  r o u t e  n u m b e r s * * *  ; 
'8J8 ... a n d  C o n s t r u c t s  3 g n i q u e  Z i D - R O u t e  I3 ' o r  eacn r o u t e * * * * * . * - ' * " * * ;  
,8J9 ...................................................................... 
'855 

NO-E : l e  Inill. L i ' lOL  1 5 :  

File v a n e = c :  L F ' I o l ~ n e  *asr.3rl, 
REiiU=V.LRECL=256 
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' 8 6 3  o w :  s o r t ;  3y : i>rt  g a t e :  

VOTE There  Here  40668 m s e r v a t i o n s  r e a o  '-0" : l e  z a f a  s e t  IORK.LFVOL2. 
VOTE The d a t a  s e t  *@RK.LFVOLZ nas  40668 0DSewat:OnS ana 12 v a r i a o l e s .  
V O T E  PROCEDURE S O R T  used:  

r e a l  t i m e  0.15 seconds 
cpu t i m e  0 . 1 5  seconas 

1864 p r o c  means n o p r i n t ;  o y  z i o r t  d a t e ;  LO :io: 
1865 v a r  Ups: c 1  cf seq ; 
1866 outpu t  o u t = l f v o l 3  mean=dps: c l  cf  sea I = Y O D S ;  

I867 
1868 
1869 ............................... 
1870 .. Reaa in PA vo lume Data  ........ ............................... 
N O T ? '  There  were 40668 O O S e r Y a t L O n S  rea0  'rea : l e  Oata  S e t  IORK.LFVOL2. 
N O T E .  Tne d a t a  set wORK.LFVOL3 nas  40653 m s e - ' i a t > o n s  and : O  v a r i a o l e s .  
NO?: PROCEDURE VEANS l isea :  

rea: time : . 3 3  secO"0s 
CEU rime 0 .32  seconds 
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:T;5.T,;S.;s 
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:Z..,,"=T.iL 
:Z,.rrS=T,,S 
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: T S . 6 1 = 1 5  
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2:69 a r?c  *eg 3ata  =pool,- Outes t=coe f? :  
2 3 7 3  
2 3 7 '  m a e l  Q e l t =  l e t  l e t 2  i' if2 sea rea2 ;v ;v2 EDT SDr2 dp ap2 dens densz lv i f  
207'' to; a c o v ;  
2272 
2073 
2 0 7 ~  ........................................................... 
2075 - * C a i c u l d t e  Var iaDl l i t i eS  f o r  Regular Delivery Yoael .*; 
2076 " F u l l  Ouadratlc SDeciflCatiOn 
2077 ........................................................... 
2078 

... 

k A R N ! U G '  The var l an le  _VAPE_ o r  -TYPE- e x i s t s  10 a data  Set t h a t  1s n o t  
TYPE=CORR. C O Y ,  SSCP, e t c .  

VOTE 154s ooservat inns read 
N O T E .  1545 O b S e r v a t i O n S  dsed I n  computations 
N O T E  ~ n e r e  ,.ere 154s o o s e w a t 1 o n s  read  + r a m  tne d a t a  s e t  wORK.POOLR 
V O T E  T h e  data  s e t  bORK.iOE:Z nas 1 ODSewatiOnS a n a  20 var l an le s .  
V O T E  ?sOCEDURE REG d s e o '  

p e a l  t i l e  L ' d  seconds 
-nu t i n e  3 . 3 6  seconas 
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Resoonse of Postal Service Witness Michael D Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

N O i E  
U O i F  
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Response of Postal Sewice Witness Michael D Bradley 
i o  Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-3. On page 33 of your testimony. you state: "Because of the large 
cross-sectional variation in the data. it  is likely that econometric estimates for the 
delivery equations suffer from heteroskedasticity." 

, a i  Do you mean that cross-sectional data normally exhibit characteristics that cause 
error variances to change in size with variations in one or more of the 
inoependent variables? Please explain fully. 

Did you conduct any diagnostic tests to detect heteroskedasticity in your 
recommended and alternative models? If so, please provide results from ;hese 
tests. If not. please explain why these tests were not conducted. 

Please confirm that use af oralnary .east squares when heteroskedasticity IS 

Oresen! :cads :o ,moiased out :neific:enr qarameter estimates. If not. please 
ex3iain :ully 

51 

2 1  

ADVC/USPS-T'J-3 Resoonse 

a I was not suggesting that it is normal for the error variances in a cross sectional 

regression to be heteroskedastic. but rather that presence of heteroskedasticIty 

IS a common problem in cross-sectional regressions 

b No Because I intended to correct for heteroskedasticity using White's HCSE 

approach, I did not first test for its presence Note that the HCSE approach does 

not alter the point estimates. so it  is not imprudent to go ahead and perform the 

correction and then check the results 

c .  Confirmed. 



2067 
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ADVOIUSPS-T14-1. Cn page 52 of your testimony you state that the "actual form of 
heteroskedasticity is unknown ' 

?!ease provide anc exolain in general terms alternatives to ordinary least 
squares :hat correct cor heteroskedastic dara. !when the actual form of 
heteroskedasticitv is known. and wnat form of heteroskedasticity each corrects. 

When the actual form of heteroskedasticity is unknown. as you state. is it 
accepted econometric procedure to infer possible causes, apply the 
ccrresoonaing corrective procedure and then test for heteroskedasticity ex-post 
:o Ceterrnine ,whether !he initial inference was correct? 

Please note that on page 52 you also describe certain assumptions leading to a 
weignted !east squares procedure Please confirm that if !he standard error of 
city carrier street m e  cost is susoected to be correlated 'with zip-code area size. 
:hen , t  ,wouIc 3e aooropriare to run a 'weigntec leasr squares regression using the 
:nverse of area square mileage as :he weignting factor. If you cannot confirm. 
Diease explain 'why 

If you do confirm in (c) above. then is it appropriate to determine whether or not 
the transformed error term (through the weighted least squares procedure) is 
now homoskedastic through appropriate diagnostic testing? Please explain fully. 

Are there Circumstances when the heteroskedasticity form can be known a-priori 
and the appropriate corrective procedure applied without further diagnostic 
testing? If so what are these circumstances? Please explain fully. 

ADVOIUSPS-TI44 Resoonse: 

a. If the actual form of the heteroskedasticity is known, then generalized least 

squares (GLS) can be used to estimate the equation. Recall that under 

homoskedastic errors, the error structure IS given by $1. where I is an identity 

matrix. When the form of heteroskedasticity is known, then the error structure is 

given by SfI, where fI is a matrix which embodies the specification of the error 
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variance. Because R is known. the model can be estimated using :he GLS 

estimator’ 

” I When :he form of the heteroskedasticiy is unknown. one of two approacnes can 

3e ‘oilowec c,rst. one could apply feasible generalized least squares (FGLS) .n 

~ r i c :  consis:enr 9s:irnates of elements R are first obrained and then the GLS 

esiimator 3resenrec aDove !s  used Nith an estimated R in place of the actual 

one: 

Second, White’s estimator can be used to estimate a heteroskedasticity robust 

vananceicovariance matrix:2 

It may well be that the form of heteroscedasticity is unknown 
White (1980) has shown that it is still possible to obtain an 
appropriate estimator for the variance of the least squares 
estimator, even if the heteroscedasticity is related to the 
variables in X. 

Please note that weighted least squares IS one form of GLS 

See Greene. William H , Econometric Analysis. Macmillian Publishing Co , NY. 
1993 at391 
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White s estimator xovides a consistent estimator of !he varianceicovartance 

matrix for :he regression anc Dermits calculation of consistent estimates of 

standard errors Tbis iields Jnbtased statistical inferences about :he 

parameters - 

This IS an extremely important and useful result. It implies 
that wthout actually scecifyng the type of 
heterosceaasricity. we can still make acprcpriate inferences 
aased on :he results of least squares. This IS especially 
useful ,i 'Ne are unsure of :he vrecise nature of :he 
ieteroscecas1ic:lv iwnicn :s  9robaoly most of rhe iimei. 

C Nor confirmeo. A Neignted leas; squares accroacn is approcriate "nen the form 

of :he heleroskedasttcity !s known This requires additional knowledge or a 

stronger assumption than just the fac! that the standard error of the regression is 

correlated with an auxiliary variable. One needs to specify the skedastictty 

function before estimation of the model. That is. the nature of the relationship 

between the standard error and the auxiliary variable must be specified. In 

addition, when the nature of the heteroskedasticity is not known, White's 

estimator provides an approach that permits estimation of a heteroskedastic 

consistent covariance matrix. This approach is thus widely used. 

d. Part c was not confirmed. Generally. the error variances are not tested after 

correction. 
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e If the analyst has extra-sample information about the nature of the 

heteroskedasticrty, then that information can be used to specify the variance 

covariance matrix for GLS estimator 
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ADVO/USPS-T14-5. Please assume a SimDle zit-code delivery cost 
model stared in functional form for bJ number of ;ID-codes as' 

C. = W ,  PD,. A,J - e 

wnere: i = 1. 2. . . . .N and 

C, = zip-code I delivery cos:. 
V, = zip-code I volume. 
?G = !he number of zipcode ~ oossible deliveries 
A, = :he zio-cooe i iota1 area in scuare miies. 

Further :he 'unc:ion ;s assumed io Se nomo~enous :o :he first aegree so ;hac: 

C;k = W - k .  PS -k, ,A%) - e,? 

Please confirm ihat such a moaei ,wouIc Freaicr positive marginal cost effects 
with respect to the three workloac variables independently. If you cannot 
confirm. please explain why nor. 

Please confirm that in such a model. if values for the three explanatory variables 
were twice as high in one zip-code compared to another, the model would predict 
total delivery costs that were also twice as high in the former zip-code compared 
to the latter. If not. please explain why not. 

Please confirm that such a model would predict a volume variability less than 
one. If not. please explain why not. 

Please comment on the general characterization of delivery costs that are 
assumed to behave as described by the model. Please explain fully under what 
conditions such a behavioral structure might be expected. Alternately, might one 
expect systematic deviations from model predictions as zip-code square miles 
increase and all other variables grow in the same proportion? If so, please 
explain fully. 

ADVO/USPS-T14-5 Response 

Please note that the question is silent relative to defining the variable e, However, the 

logic of parts a through c depends upon the value of e, being equal to zero I believe 
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that you meant e, to be a regression error term with an expected value of zero. Thus, I 

will ireat e, as having a value of zero in parts a through c. 

a .  Not confirmed by contradiction. Consider the following function (note I suppress 

!he subscript for notational convenience): 

c = " 3  1 pD3 3 ~ - 2  2 ,  

F'rst. check :he nornogeneity of :he funclion: 

. .  ,A ' ;  = ! h ' J ) : -  0, DD)J30,A) j ; :  

so 

A' C = A C Thus, k =1 and the function is homogenous of degree one Now, 

calculate the marginal cost of A: 

b. Confirmed 

c. Not confirmed by contradiction. Consider the function: 

= v:' PD08A':', 
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This function is homogenous of degree one but has a volume variability greater 

ihan one. Please note !hat if one first restric:s all parameters to be greater than 

zero in this function. :hen the assumption of first degree homogeneity ensures 

:hat :he coeficient o r  "V" (the volume svariaDilityi IS less than one. 

c As I did not create !he model. i t  !s difficult for me to infer the underlying 

oenaviorai assumctions used to generare , t .  If one is assuming the delivery C O S T S  

are generated 3v 3 'unc:ion :hat is nornogeneous of degree one in ihe three 

mecifiec! svariakles. :hen m e  is s;aning from !he 3 oriori beiiei that delivery is 

'repiicaole' in :he sense :hat if all :hree 'Jariaoies are doubled then the cost of 

delivery is doubled. In response to the second part of the question, if the 

assumed model is correct, then one would not expect systematic deviations from 

model predictions as zip-code square miles increase and all other variables grow 

in the same proportion. 
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ADVOIUSPS-T14-6. Please provide correlation matrices for all regression results 
oresenred in your testimony. including all alterrative models you oresent but do not 
recommend for develooment of volume variable costs 

AD\/C/C;SPS-T:J-6 2esoonse: 

3eiow are the correlation matrixes for the three models I present in my testimony. the 

'uil 'quabraric regular <e!iveP{ equation. ihe restricred quadraric regular delivery 

?cuat!on. anc the 3arcei/accountaole equation. I did not prcouce correlation rnarrices 

fcr :be airernarive rncceis esrimared along rhe researcn parh as they do nor produce 

xci!!onai 'nformar:on :hat :s iequired for 'node1 ?valuation. 

Cor re l a t ion  Y a t r i x  f o r  tne Full Quaararic 

Cor-s la t ion  o+  E s r i i a t e s  

Inte'ceot l e t  :et2 

1 , 3 3 5 :  0.0705 3 . 3 2 3 '  
0 . 3 7 5 5  
3 . 3 2 3 :  

. O .  3245 
0 . 3 5 3 0  

. O .  3806 
0 .0085  

-0 .2685 
-0.3096 
-0.0564 
0 , 0 6 0 9  
~0.44'3 
0.3540 

- 0 . 3 7 5 . 1  
0.2421 

1.0000 
0.1043 

- 0.5443 
3 . 1 9 5 3  

- 0.0473 
0.0131 

- 0.0430 
0.0078 
-0.29 16 
0.0192 
-0.4615 

0.2891 
~0.0956 
0.0757 

~~ 

0.1043 
1.3000 
-0.0651 
0.1675 

- 0 . 3 2 0 3  
0 .0831 
-0,0177 
-0.3475 

. o  ~ 3857 
0 . 2 4 7 9  
0.0542 

- 0 .  018s 

0.2203 

. o . u a i  
- 3 . 3 1 3 3  -0.1942 - 0.6692 

0 . 2 0 ' :  - 0.2645 0.0676 
- 0 . 3 4 0 :  - 0 . 2 7 0 9  . 0 . 3 0 0 6  
-0,3288 . o .  5889 -0.5304 
~ 0 . 1 2 5 7  -0.4425 -5.5161 
0.506' 0.1659 - 0 . 2 3 1 9  ~~ 

- 0 . > 2 5 5  0 :19' - 0 . 3 6 4 8  
.I 1219 0.1222 3 . 3 9 3 9  
3. 2 0 7 5  3 . 7 3 3 6  9.32:9 
2 ::94 5 3 ' 9 8  5 3487 
2 1 '95  3 "'j 0 J690 

Regular  Delivery Equation 

C( C f 2  

-0.5245 0.0530 
- 0.5443 0.1953 
- 0 . 0 6 3 1  0.1675 

1 . o o o o  - 0.4728 
-0.4728 1 . O O O O  
0,0266 -0.0031 
0.0336 -0.0478 
-0.1562 0.1216 
0.0423 -0.1477 

- 0.0838 -0.0393 
.O. 0723 0.0606 
0.0287 0.0324 
-0.1 166 0.0597 
-0.11 77 -0.0122 
0.1494 - 0 . 0 1 0 0  ~~ 

0. 1496 -0.4747 
0.1345 0 . 0 2 1 8  
0.1404 0 . 0 6 5 5  
0 , 0 5 2 8  0.0023 
0.2206 -0 .0290  
-0,2844 0.0638 
- 0 . 1 7 3 !  -11.1474 
- 0 .  3631 - 0.3370 
- 0 . 2 6 6 7  -0.1189 
0 . 3 1 6 0  - 0.3441 

- 0 , 3 4 5 1  0.3169 ~~~ ~ ~ ~~ 

3 .  IO56 -0.0073 
I 2?5:  3 . : 0 9 (  0 . 0 0 5 :  -3.3209 - 0.3466 
3 2433 1 . 3 8 2 2  0 . 8 0 9 2  3 . 3 4 5 3  5 . 3 3 0 7  

._ . ... - . - . . 



2900 ' 0- 
L C 9 O ' O -  
9891'0 
6Z9C ' 0 
9czz. 0 
8OZC.C 
lS6C.0  
2z10 '0. 

L V 9 0 . 0 -  
vzo 1 ' 0 -  
SV61 '0- 
e080 ' 0 - 
6 L 0 0 ' 0  
0 9 0 1 ' 0  
ZZCO.0 
6580.0- 
BlVE'0. 
86LO ' 0 
0s9c ' 0 
6 V 6 C . O -  
V 9 V 0 ~ 0  
LEZC'O 
089Z.O 
96CC'O 

0C6C ' C 
LL5C.C 
.ZC.'C 

9 v o o . o -  
2820'0- 
Liz1 . o -  
L960.0 
5 8 1 0 . 0  
LZOO'O .~~ ~ 

9020'0 
69CO ' 0 
2691 ' 0 -  
9L11.0 
C8SZ.C- 
9 V 6 Z . C -  
9EOC'O- 
961C.0 
2zsc.c- 
CLZC'O 
L90C c 
920C'C 

6191 c 
C L 8 .  1 
.ZP: : 
10:: . 

ioas 

c uor1r;a.,c: 

C L C C  

S L O Z  
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0.'673 
0.163: 
3. :;-A 

4 18'9 
.#I. 3.l30 

~ S .  3032 
. I .  1633 

1 I76 :  
1 1 ' "  

- 3  12 '2  
~l.:"? 
3.:;12 

. 3 . 1 1 1 6  
1 .  ' 6 2 3  

~ ,I . 1.13' 
. ? . ' 6 6 3  

1 2.33 
1 . 2 1 6 6  
3 . : : 3 3  
1 ;396 
! ;I38 
> 2923  

. I  1.165 

J "6a 

~ 3 . 3 ' 3 3  
~ 3 .  '942 
~ 0.6692 
0. '496 
.3.17*7 
0.0193 

~ 0. SO 08 
-0.3728 
-0.01 56 
0 .0856  

- 0 . 0 8 1 9  
0.0688 

- 0.0576 
-0.0100 
0.0202 
I . O O O O  

.O. 0010 
-0 .2360  

0 . 2 1 0 8  
0.1958 
0.0001 
0 . 1 0 2 1  
-0.4000 
-0.4075 
0.0764 
-0.0646 
.0.0048 
0.1335 
0 . 1 3 1 :  
0.3823 
0.37'7 

- 0.2293 
-3.3009 
3 . 3 9 ' 9  

- 0 . 1 5 2 9  
- 0 . 3 3 3 9  

-0.50 12 1 . s o 0 0  
- 3 .  1062 3,3239 

1 . 3 0 4 6  3.1JJ.l 
J .  3688 - J J 5 7 5  
1.'185 3 . ' 0 1 3  
3 . : 4 6 4  -0 .1358  
I 3741 'I. '899 
!.2359 . 3 . 6 5 2 4  
3 . 3 5 3 0  - 3  1526 
1 . ' 1 3 4  ~ I. 3683  
1.377:  3 .  Id25  

~ j. '978 1 , 1 8 6 7  
3 ' 5 2 3  - ' 3 .  1946 
I .  362' 3 .  1297 

~ I. ' 5 - 2  ~ 3 . : 3 2 4  
1 . ' 0 1 8  - J .  1733 

~1 7260 1 . ' 3 ' 5  
1 ';97 ~ J 4622 
1 . ' 3 4 6  3 . ' 3 6 6  

;se 

3 . 1 0 ' 7  
~ 7 .2645 
0.3676 
0,1345 
0.3218 
0.0268 
-0.0049 
-0.3388 
~0.0453 
0.0840 
-0.0400 
0.1185 
0.1018 
-0.0049 
0.0031 
-0.0010 
1 . O O O O  
-0,0889 

0 .1471  
-0.1635 
-0.5237 
0.0437 
-0.1062 
0.0423 
0.0325 

- 0 . 3 3 1  8 
- 0.4734 
0.0350 
0.0859 
-0.3348 
0.2336 
-0 :163 
0 . 3 1 3 7  
0.3539 

. o .  1139 
-0.376d 

_.I 

~S :40:  

- 3 . 7 7 ? 9  
- d .  3 0 0 6  
1.'43d 
3.3655 

. o .  3020 
0.0750 
0 . 3 3 8 6  
0.0956 
0.3593 
.0.0032 
0.1464 
-0.0358 
0.0699 
-0.0536 
-0.2360 
-0.0889 

1 . D O 0 0  
0.0779 
0.0620 
0.3726 
-0.54 19 
0.0393 
0.1338 
-0.'494 
-0.3 106 

0 . 0 8 8 1  
- 0.5589 
.0.1459 
-0.3559 
~ 0.33C6 
3.3393 
0 . 3 0 5 5  

- 0 . 1 2 r 6  
- 0 . 1 0 3 0  
- 0 .1668  

0 . 2 2 3 9  
1 . 1 0 0 0  
-3.3738 
-0.J'OO 
- 9 . 1 0 4 9  
3.3699 
.0. 1228 
~ 3 . 1 1 3 8  

3 . 3 3 8 2  
I. 1083 
1.1053 
2 . : 0 1 2  

~ 0 . 3 7 5 8  
- 3 .  3284 
1.3136 
-1.1809 
~J.'690 
I .  3069  

1. 3330 
-.:934 

~ 3 .  3839 
4 . X 6 5  
~1.'245 

:. 3 0 3 8  

1sDr 

~3 1288 
- 0 . 3 8 8 9  
-0.5304 
0.3528 
0.3023 

.O. 0088 
0.0026 
-0.0675 
0.0483 
0.0524 

- 0.4633 
0.0741 
0.1899 
-0.0228 
0.0271 
0.2108 
0.1471 
0.0779 
1 . O O O O  
-0.1552 
-0.0783 
-0 .0078 
.O. 4926 
0.1328 

.O. 0219 
-0.0626 
.O. 0416 
- 0 . 0 4 0 1  
- 0 . 0 2 4 2  
-0.2682 
0.5631 
-0.2466 
0 . 0 3 4 i  
3.0282 

- 0 . 1 0 6 1  
- 0 . 2 2 7 8  

0.3444 
. 3 . 3 7 3 8  
' .I000 
1.:212 
I. 1031 

- J . 5536 
3.1271 

- 3 . 3 0 ' 2  
. , I .  la62 

~ 9.1349 
-3.3195 
- 3 . 2 8 0 :  
1 . 1 6  i 6 
'I. 2332 

- 3 . 2 3 1 9  
'1.17" 
1:3:9 

~ I .  1452 
I .  1499 

~ 3 .  ' 523 
j . 2 0 7 -  

1 .230:  
~J.1308 

3 25118 

:OD 

- 3 .  J25i 
- 0.4425 
- 0 . 5 1  61 
0.2206 
-0.0290 
0.0579 
0.0067 
-0.0160 
-0.0497 
0.1292 
0,0761 
0.2359 

- 0.8524 
-0.0138 
-0.0012 
0.1956 
-0.1635 
0.0620 
-0.1552 
1.0000 
0.0545 
0.0301 
0.0611 
-0.4501 
0.0713 
-0.01 53 
0.0574 

- 0 . 0 1 1 8  
-0.0627 
- 0.0424 
- 0.0962 
0.5392 
-0.0429 
0.0530 
-0.0220 
0.1192 
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-ie 

I 326. 
1 .  '659 
;. j 3 ' 3  
,I Z8.i.I 
I. : 6 3 a  
i . x a 3  
I .  ; 2 - 2  

> .  ,396 

. , ? i  2 

; .  :33a . 
. . ~ , .  
, .,-. 
.3-1 

. .-.. 
. 1 3 ^  

; ~ 2 - z  
~ . ~ .  . . , .  
. . - ~ -  

. , - 3  

, -  . _ _ _  
1 

I ;:33 
; j 545  

; >69 '  
1 .  j916 

~ I .  j5.18 
~1.17: :  
3.393: 
1.3860 
J .  5592 

. 0 .  5386 
0.03:: 

- 0 . : 2 8 8  
0 .1638 
0 . 0 9 8 3  

. o  . 0889  

. O .  0 0 0 4  

. , " ~ .  
. " , /  

- a . o 1 6 9  

s s o r  

0 . 0 1 9 5  
0 , 1 1 1 0  
0,3690 

- 0 , 0 4 5 1  
0 .0169 

- 0 .  3 1  6 5  
- 0 . 2 5 8 3  
0.337' 
0 . 0 6 5 0  

-0 .2576  
1.1629 
0 362' 
5 .  lJ9 '  
~3.3284 

I .  33.1: 
.0. 16-16 

I .  3 2 5 2  

~1 j 69 '  
' 1 0 9 3  

. 1 . 3 1 2 4  
-3.3533 
3.'863 

- 0 . 1 1 0 3  
0 . 3 0 0 8  
0 2363 
0 1430 
0 .3552  
0 .  a959 
0 . 1 0 9 '  
0 . 5 0 1 2  
0 . 3 3 8 9  
-0.3837 
- 0 . 3 8 5 5  

Correlation o f  Estimates 

SdP c s o r  

0.0230 0.J250 
0.1123 0 .109 '  
-0.0443 0 . 0 0 5 1  
0 .0056  -0.3??9 
-0.3073 - 0 . 0 4 6 6  
-0.3304 - 0  3392 
0 .1176 . 0  1692 
0 .1425  . 3 .  ,lid8 
0 . 0 7 9 8  -0.3a:a 
0 , 3 8 7 '  -J.2460 
0 043' 5 '660 
3 ' 574  3 ' 0 ' 8  ~~ 

-3.'022 . J  . 2733 
0.1'36 .n I803 
-1.33'3 3 . 1 7 . :  
~ 0 . 3 0 4 8  3.:335 

*no 

> 1375 
1 . 2 3 3 6  
1 . 3 2 ' 9  

. l .  2667 
~ 1 . : 1 8 9  

3.1137 
- 5 . 3 0 3 6  

3 146J 
1 . ' 6 6 '  
I .  :712 

- j . ' 9 7 3  
: I867 

~ > .  380 '  
I i o 7 5  
; 2223 

::323 
. 3 . 1 5 3 '  

~3 3533 
~1.2133 

> .  3000 
- 0 . 3 1 4 8  

0 . 3 1 0 5  
~ 0 . 5 0 7 8  
.0. 5987 
- 0 . 1 6 5 5  
- 0 . 1 6 3 7  

0 . 0 1 5 1  
- 0 . ! 2 4 4  

0 . 0 0 0 5  
- 0 . 1 3 3 7  
- 0 . 0 2 7 3  

0 . 0 5 1 4  

i:oaJ 

. ..  I .  

: .33a  

. J 35-18 

CdP 

0 . 2 4 9 3  
0.1822 
0.0092 
0.0453 

0 . 1 7 4 3  
0.3389 

- 0.3363 
-0 .3859  
0.0369 
0.1168 
.0.3260 
0.:315 

-0 .1690  
5 , 1 0 1 9  
3.1311 
3.5859 

0 . 0 3 0 7  

5ci 

3 . 3 0 9 4  
.3 . : '98 
~ 3 . 3 4 8 7  

3 . 2 1 6 0  
- 3 . 1 4 4 1  
~ 3 . ' 4 3 1  
.1 .?946 

-,I. 3949 
.SI . I 1 1 2  
4. I446 

1 . ' 4 2 3  
.D. JS46 
I J 7 5 3  
1 . : 6 ' 6  
3.376.1 
2 .  : 3 2 5  

~1 '19.1 
~ 3 . 3 2 ' 9  

3 . 3 7 ' 3  
.'I , 3 7 7 :  
0.:863 

- 0 . 3 5 5 5  
~ 0 . 0 1 4 8  

1 . 0 0 0 0  
- 0 . 1 4 5 0  
- 0 , 0 9 1 3  

0 . 4 7 1 9  
- 0 .2257 

0 . 0 5 1 5  
0 . 0 1 4 0  

.0 .0552 
0 . 1 5 0 8  
0.3603 
0.0048 
.0.0303 

- ~ : 9 a i  

SPdP 

0 , 0 2 5 1  
0.1298 
0.0628 
0.1081 
.0.0059 
- 0 . 0 1 3 1  

0 . 0 2 0 6  
0 . 0 1 1 6  
0.0322 

- 0 . 5 0 7 1  
- 0 . 4 1 3 8  

0 . 1 0 9 7  
- 0 .4622  

0 ,0069  
- 0 .0452 
0 .3823 

- 0 .5348  
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-0.1196 
~3 :6:5 

,1.:.53 
I :03 '  

~ 3 . . " : 3  
3 . ' 3 ' 3  
1.1.:5 ., . A s , ;  

' . 10;,1 
3 :995 

. 1. : i aa  
! :A;- 

.; 1863 

I .  :391 
J .  ;$:- 

~I :5 :5  

: ;Jd3 

- I  ' :as 

. , .  201 

.~ . 

:.  :5Cj: 

j 3315 
3 '863 
s:53: 
1.15'3 
5 3 6 2 7  
0. ' 3 5 '  
0.'163 
0 . 5 6 0 2  

- 0 . 2 4 6 6  
0. '316 
0.1366 
0.0038 
0.0499 
0 . 3 7 1 7  
0.2336 
-0.0306 
0.5631 

- 0.0962 
-0.1288 
0.0959 

- 0.4002 
0.0151 
0 . 0 1 4 0  

-0.1080 
-0.0428 
0.0385 

-0.1858 
~0.06'1 

1 . O O O O  
-0 .5016 
0.077' 

- 0 . 2 2 1 4  
. o .  3977 
-0. ,a: 7 

. _ o ^ ~  . __-.  

To Interrogatories Posed by ADVO 

I .  J 3 8  1.2363 
1 . 1 ' 5 6  1 I397 
1 .  10-3 . J .  2987 

~ J . 1 9 ' 2  ! 1 7 ' 9  
. I .  2995 ~: 15aa 

! 0 0 3  

- 7 - 5  

. ."- .  
1 _.D 

: ' 8 7 -  
J . . a63 

- ! . i a o a  
I Z23' 

. j  ] : A 7  
3.1185 

-J.5074 
3 . 3 0 7 3  
3 . 1 5 ' 3  
0 . 0 7 3 3  
0.5380 
0.053a 
0.0330 

-0 .1523 
.O. 2293 
- 0 . 1 1  63 
0.3393 

-0 .2466 
0.0392 
0.1638 
0.1091 
0.3400 

.O. 1244 

.O. OS52 
0.0394 

. 0 . 0 0 9 6  
- 0.0896 
. 0 . 5 0 7 0  
-0.0416 
- 0 . 5 0 ! 6  

1 . 0 0 0 0  
0 .0913 
0.0034 

- J .  '780 
- 0 .  397' 

: - n s  

1 .::9 
: ; 3 . ;  
i.1'10 
!. 127: 
1 1236 
I 4597 
1 1967 
3.1526 

4 1804 
- 5  1062 
- 0.3396 
-0.3241 
0.2699 

-0.2984 
0.2077 

-0.0009 
0 . 0 1 3 7  
0 . 0 0 5 5  
0 .0347 

-0.0429 
0.0960 
0.0012 

- 0 . 0 0 5 5  
0 . 0 0 0 5  
0 .1508 
0.3077 

-0 ,0509 
0.0469 

-0.3770 
0.5205 
0.1771 
0.3913 
1.5000 
0.0234 

. o .  : 888 

.O. 3056 

._ 

-3 .4459 
- . I 2 1 2  
- 5 .  j627 
~ 1.1386 

~ J .  '430 
.; , 1244  

3.3127 

~ I .  3 4 7 7  
: . 3 0 0 0  

.O ,1926 

- 1 .  : i a i  

-" ."95 

: . : 5 : 5  
; 3473 
1 . 2 7 7 3  
3 .  ' 32 '  

.0. 7863 
- 0 . 1 9 4 5  
. O .  3307 
- 0 . 0 0 8 8  
0.0073 

-0.0619 
-0.3839 ~~~~ 

0.2548 
0.0919 
0.0539 

-0.1218 
0.0282 
0 . 0 5 3 0  
-0.0889 
0.0389 

- 0.0383 
-0 .1337 
0.3803 

-0,0528 
.0.1645 
0.2419 
0,4365 

-0 .0024 
. O .  2204 
0.0034 
0.0234 
1 . O O O O  
0,0699 
0.2266 

~ 0. 1559 
- 0.2682 
- 81. 142" 

3 . 2 3 1 ;  
3 .  1552 

~ 0 . 1 7 3 0  
5. '697 
3 . 3 5 1 5  

3 .  1560 
3 . : 5 1 6  

~ 3.5926 
~.3000 

.'I . 161 4 
- 5 . 2 4 :  6 
1. 1235 

.,I . 1021 

. ,I . ' -93 
I . :?- '  

. o .  3863 

soans 

3.165.  
I .  J975 
3.1360 
J .  5570 
3 .  3907 
3.3471 

- 0 .0282 
- 0.0294 
-0,1024 

0,2928 

0 . 1 0 6 3  
.O. 2565 
0.2807 

-0.1529 
-0.0439 
- 0 . 0 0 3 0  
-0.1061 
-0.0220 
- 0 . 0 1  69 
-0.0837 
0.1374 

- 0 . 0 2 1 3  

0.1363 
- 0.0480 
0.0698 

-0.1?90 
-0 .0977 
-0.1780 

0.0699 
1 . O O O O  
-0.4063 

-0.3615 

0.0911 

0 ,  oa48 

0.0849 

- 0 . 1 ~ 8 8  
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ADVOIUSPS-114-9. On page 55 of your testimony, referring to your translog model, 
you state: 

Because the data were mean centered before estimation of the equation, the 
volume variability is just the first-order coefficient on the aggregate volume term. 

Please explain fully why you mean centered the data before estimating the 
translog model. Please explain fully when it is appropriate to perform 
regressions on the original (non-mean centered) data. 

In the above statement, do you mean that the volume variability should be based 
on the first order coefficient on the aggregate volume term only if the data are 
mean centered? If so, why? When is it appropriate to include the second order 
coefficien! for the volume variability calculation when data are mean centered? 
Please explain fully. 

Please explain fully circumstances when only the first order coefficient and, 
separately, both the first and second order coefficients should be part of the 
marginal cost calculation when data are not mean centered. 

Please demonstrate the marginal cost calculation for your aggregate volume 
variable from your translog model with: a) only the first order coefficient included, 
and b) both the first and second order coefficients included. 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-9 Response: 

a. Mean centering translog equations is standard practice both in both academic 

economic studies and Postal Rate Commission proceedings. Mean centering 

does not change the estimated variability but greatly simplifies its calculation. 

This point was made by the Commission in Docket No. R2OOO-1:' 

132701 The Commission has reviewed this issue carefully, 
partly because mean-centering has been used by the 
Commission in the past. Postal Service witness 

&. PRC Op., Docket No. R2000-1, Vol. 1, at 176 L 
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Greene specifically states, at Tr .46E/22078, that mean- 
centering would give different coefficients but that the 
elasticities would be the same. UPS witness Neels states 
that mean-centering is a "computational convenience" and 
"shouldn't change the result." Id. at 21925. Short of 
calculating the elasticity with an erroneous formula, there 
does not appear to be support for the Periodicals Mailers' 
position. 

[3271] The Commission does not accept that there are 
difficulties with the use of mean-centered data. Using mean- 
centered data is a common practice. It involves dividing each 
point in the data by a constant, which happens to be the 
mean of the data set. If mean-centering changed the 
elasticity. then one would get different volume-variable costs 
by measuring the costs in cents instead of dollars, an 
obviously absurd implication. 

b. Yes. If the data are not mean centered, then higher order terms enter the 

calculation of the variability. When the data are mean centered, one does not 

need to use the higher order term in calculating the variability. To clarify, 

consider a simple translog in one variable. Suppose that the equation is 

estimated both with and without mean centering: 

Without mean centering: 

Iny = F g  + 8,lnx + 52 (tnx)' 

With mean centering: 

The variability is calculated by f indingi lnylClnx at the mean level of x: 

Without mean centering: 
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i l n y  __ = 6,+ 2 h 2  ( h i )  
i l n x  

With mean centering: 

c. A similar set of mathematics as was used to answer part b.  governs the 

calculation of marginal cost. 

d. The marginal cost is calculated by f inding2yl2 x . Below I demonstrate the 

calculation of marginal cost for the mean centered and non-mean centered 

Iranslogs. This shows how one uses the first and second order terms. 

Without mean centering: 

With mean centering: 
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ADVOIUSPS-T14-10. From a conceptual or specification view point, are you aware of ' 

any advantages to using a translog specification instead of the quadratic models you 
recommend to generate variability estimates? Or is the preference established only 
after generation of the statistical properties of particular models? Please explain fully. 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-IO. Response: 

Both the translog and the quadratic specifications are flexible functional forms and are 

typically used when there is no extra-sample information to help specify the functional 

form. Note that the translog is quadratic in logarithms of the variables as opposed to 

the levels of the variables. This means the translog and quadratic are not nested and 

direct statistical testing of the two functional forms is not available. Thus, the choice 

between the two functional forms is not generally made on a comparison of statistical 

properties. The choice may be based upon previous work for the industry or activity 

being modeled, extra-sample information about technology, or characteristic of the data 

set (as is the case here). Both functions are widely used in empirical studies as neither 

imposes restrictions on returns lo  scale prior to the estimation. A particular advantage 

of the quadratic is that it can be estimated when the right-hand-side variables take on 

zero values. 
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ADVOIUSPS-T14-12. Please refer to page 47 of your testimony where you describe 
and report results for your alternative volume model. 

(a) Explain fully why you did not use the alternative letters definition in your restricted 
quadratic specification. 

Wouldn't recognition of the DPS-cased letters marginal cost difference.as 
confirmed by the model provide a more accurate distribution of total volume 
variable costs by shape and technology employed? Please explain fully. 

(b) 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-12 Response: 

a. I did. The results of using the alternative letters definition in the restricted 

quadratic specification is provided on page 48 of my testimony. 

b. The selection of the model used to calculate volume variable costs is a decision 

along several dimensions. In the past, delivery models had been estimated with 

letters, flats, and parcels as separate variable to reflect the differential cost 

causing attributes of each of those shapes. However as things change in the 

methods of delivery, this specification may be reviewed. For example, in the 

current analysis, I extended this shape vector to include sequenced mail as a 

5eparate cost pools and to split large and small parcels into different cost pools. 

The specification of the letter cost pools for the regular delivery cost model is 

more difficult, as it is my understanding that in 2002, when the data were 

ccllected. a mix of delivery technologies was being used. The is more impact 

from delivery point sequencing today than there was in 2002 and the Postal 

Service was in the transition to a single case for letters and flats. Thus, the 

choice is not clear cut and I estimated both the traditional model and a model 
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with separate cased letters and DPS letters. On balance, I recommended the 

model with the combined letters shape vector because it more closely aligns with 

what has been done in the past, reflects the mix of technologies in place when 

the data were collected, and provides intuitive results for all of  the shape vectors. 
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ADVOIUSPS-T14-16. Please refer to your response to ADVO/USPS-T14-4 (c) where 
you claim that a "weighted least squares approach is appropriate when the form of the 
heteroskedasticity is known" and your statement on page 52 of your testimony: 

"If one assumes that the variance of the regression increases with 
cross-sectional unit size then one way to attempt to control for this 
is to divide each unit by a measure of size, thus potentially reducing 
the disparity in variances." 

Please confirm that one measure of cross-sectional unit size in the data used for your 
regressions is zip-code square miles. If you cannot confirm please explain fully. 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 4-1 6 Response: 

Partially confirmed. Cross-sectional unit size generally relates to the level of output. 

Zip Code square miles IS a measure of geosraDhic size, not necessarily the level of 

output. This is not to say that the Zip Code square miles is not related to output, in the 

sense that the mail must be delivered over the given geographic area 
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ADVOIUSPS-TI4-17. Please refer to your response to ADVOIUSPS-T14-5 (a) where 
you present the following city carrier delivery cost function: 

C = Vo4 pDo8 A-2 

and calculate its marginal cost as: 

MC,, = -1 . zvJ  P D ~  A-' < o 

(a) Please confirm that the marginal cost with respect to A from your 
example is actually given by: 

M C A = - . 2 V J P D 8 A - ' 2 s 0  

(b)  Please explain how negative delivery-related marginal costs with 
respect to A (zip code total area) is possible. 

Please explain how negative marginal costs with respect to area size is 
consistent with carrier out-of-office delivery costing principles and 
theory. 

Referring to your restricted quadratic formulation (page 38, Table 5) 
please provide the zip-code marginal cost estimate with respect to zip- 
code square land mileage at the mean values for all variables using 
that model and provide the calculation of that estimate. 

Referring to your translog model (page 56, Table 18). please provide 
individual estimates and sums of elasticities (variabilities) for your 
aggregate volume variable, possible deliveries and total area at their 
mean values using that model. 

(C) 

(d ) 

(e) 

ADVOIUSPS-TI 4-1 7 Response: 

a. Confirmed 

b. Please recall the original question asked for confirmation of a mathematical 

property of homogenous functions (that homogeneity ensures positive 

marginal costs). My answer simply provided a mathematical function that 

demonstrated that homogeneity. by itself, does not ensure positive marginal 

cost for all variables. I did not pose the mathematical function as a "carrier 

delivery cost function" and did not endow it with operational meaning. A 
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negative marginal cost would occur if, for some reason, the cost of delivery 

falls as the geographic area to be covered increases. 

c. I'm not sure what constitutes "carrier out of office delivery costing principles 

and theory," but I would generally agree that one expects total delivery time to 

rise as the geographic area covered by delivery increases. In this sense, I 

would suggest that a negative marginal cost for geographic area is "counter 

intuitive." 

d. The model does not include a separate geographic area variable. Zip Code 

land area is included only as part of the density variable. The model is thus 

not intended to calculate a marginal cost for Zip Code land area. 

e. Below I present the requested elasticities. Please note that the translog 

model includes density, not area square miles. Thus, the provided elasticity 

is for density, not area square miles. 

The question also asked for the sum of these three numbers. I get a sum of 

0.947. 
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ADVOIWSPS-T14-19. With respect to your use of the panel data, did you consider 
testing for a random effects model? If you did, please describe fully why you rejected 
such an approach. If you did not, please describe why such an approach would or 
would not have been appropriate for your research agenda. 

ADVO/USPS-T14-19 Response: 

My recommendation of the pooled model results over the fixed effects model results 

was based upon operational and intuitive considerations, not pure econometric ones. 

The fixed effects variabilities and marginal times were quite low relative to previous 

results and seemed to be low relative to operational interpretations. An important 

reason for this result may be the fact that the fixed effects model focuses on the "within" 

unit variation as opposed to the "across" unit variation. Given that the time dimension is 

short, in calendar time, there may be a limited response in delivery time to volume 

changes and that is being captured by the fixed effects model. Based upon this reason 

for preferring the pooled model results over the fixed model results, as opposed to pure 

econometric ones, I did not further pursue the fixed effects model and did not test for 

fixed vs. random effects. 
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ADVO/USPS-Tl4-22. Please provide your interpretation of the positive coefficient on 
the squared density term in your recommended restricted quadratic regular delivery 
model. 

ADVOIUSPS-T14-22 Response: 

The first order coefficient on the density term is negative, indicating that as the density 

of the delivery points increases, the time associated with delivering a given volume of 

mail decreases. The positive second order term means that the rate of decline in 

delivery time is reduced as density increases. In other words, as density gets higher 

and higher, there is little additional cost saving from further increases in density. 

-- -. . .. . . .. .. . . . . ..... . . .- 
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NMUSPS-T14-1: What were the beginning and ending dates for the two week 
period studied in the CCSTS? 

NMUSPS-T14- I  Response: 

The scheduled period for the CCSTS started with Saturday May 18, 2002 and 

ended Friday May 31, 2002. Please note that a small number of Zip Codes could 

not perform the study during the scheduled period for administrative reasons and 

completed it during a subsequent 2 week period in June 2002. 
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NAA/USPS-T14-3: Please refer to page 33, lines 4 to 8 of your testimony. Please 
elaborate on why you believe that the estimated variabilities from the pooled 
model" seem to comport better with operational understanding of carrier 
activities." 

NAAIUSPS-T14-3 Response: 

There are two reasons that I think the variabilities from the pooled model comport 

better with operational understanding of carrier activities. First, the combined 

variabilities (across all "shapes") from the pooled model is 41.1%. From the fixed 

effects model the combined variability is just 20.1%. This latter figure is 

substantially below previous estimates for similar activities. This can be seen by 

examining the variability for the regular delivery, parcel accountable delivery and 

network travel time cost pools. These cost pools cover approximately the same 

activities as the load time, access time and route time variabilities in the 

Commission's methodology. The average variability from the Commission's 

methodology for these activities is about 30%. The corresponding variability from 

the pooled model is 36.6%. On the other hand the corresponding variability from 

the fixed effect model is just over 20%. Second, the implied marginal times for 

delivering mail from the pooled model would appear to comport better with 

operational reality. For example, the marginal time for delivering an additional 

letter IS 1.39 seconds from the pooled model but only 0.19 seconds from the 

fixed effects model. In discussions with Postal Service experts on delivery 
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operations, I found that they were generally comfortable with the marginal times 

from the pooled model. 
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OCA#USPS-T14-2. Please refer to your !estimony at page 25. lines 4-8. You state that 
you are "trying to model the response in the city carrier delivery network in two areas: 
f, I )  how does regular delivery time respond to a sustained change in the volume of 
letters. flats. sequence mail. collection mail and small parcels? and i2) how does 
parceliaccountable delivery time respond :o a sustained change in the volume of larse 
parcels and accountables?" 

3. 

3. 

Please define .'sustained" as you use the term here. 

Is , t  accurate To say :hat you wisn :o estimate the elasticity of regular deiivery 
!ime 'with resoea !o a "sustained" change in volume? If not. why not? 

Pease exptain now :he eiasticiry 'ycu 'wish io estimate differs from witness 
Bozzo's shon-run 3las;ic:ty of iaccr sucoly with respect to volume. 

CCA. USPS-T:4-2 Resoonse 

a. To keep in existence. maintain. Allernafively. to lengthen or extend in duration or 

space. 

I think an accurate way to state it is as follows: I am modeling the response in 

delivery time to a sustained change in the volume of letters, flats, sequence mail, 

collection mail and small parcels. I do so because I wish to estimate variability 

consistent with the Commission's view of the appropriate variability:' 

b. 

Witness Bradley's operational definition given in his 
response to P.O. Information Request No. 4 is 
consistent with the Commission's view of the correct 
time period for postal cost studies. "One should 
attempt to base prices on the marginal costs that will 
actually be incurred by the firm to serve a sustained 
increase in volume over the time period during which 
the prices will be in effect." Tr. 1 11541 7-1 8. 

1 See. PRC Op.. Docket No. R87-1. Vol. 1, at 79-80 

- 
3 
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,- ". I don't know that it does. 

6 
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OCA USPS-Ti 4-3 Please reter to your testimony at page 27. lines 5-6. where you 
state ihat 'a geographical variaole will be included as :he density of delivery. the 
numner of deliveries oer square mile ' 

a. 

3 

_. - 

2 .  

e. 

f. 

9-  

h. 

Would "numoer of oeiiveries per route mile" (aggregated to ZIP Code level) 
constitute a suitable geographical variable (where "route miles" is the toral 
distance traveied during the "regular" deiivery function)? If not. why not? 

Would "number or deliveries per ioute mile" (aggregated to ZIP Coae level) 
constitute a more natural geographical variable than number of deliveries per 
square mile? If not. why not? 

Dces ''rcure Tiles' as derinec in 3 . .  acove. ~ X I S ~  tor :he routes in your 3atasers' 
Can sucn data be generated? If so. ?lease 3roviae :t. If not. any not? 

Goes data similar :o '.route miles' as cfeiinea in a,. above. ie.g.. total length of all 
block :aces on a route) exist for :he routes in your datasets? Can such data be 
generated? I f  so. please provide it. I f  not. why not? 

Did you examine models of delivery time that included possible deliveries per 
route mile (aggregated to ZIP Code level) as an explanatory variable? If so 
please describe your efforts and results. If not. why not? 

In deveioping your "square miles" measure. did you delete any of the following? 
I. bodies of water, 
II. roadless areas 
iii. uninhabited areas, 
iv. 

If not. why not? 

Did you examine models of delivery time that included possible deliveries per 
square mile net of areas listed in 1.. above, as an explanatory variable? If so 
please describe your efforts and results. If not. why not? 

... 

areas not served by city delivery carriers (e.g., Served by rural carriers). 

If one used a route-level geographical variable such as number of possible 
deliveries per route mile (aggregated to ZIP Code level), would that reduce 
possible problems resulting from including areas listed in f . ,  above' If not, why 
not? 
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OCA,USPS-TI 4-3 Response: 

a. I :hink not. There are both measurement and conceptual drawbacks to using 

number of deliveries per route mile i s  a density variable. My understanding is 

the Postai Service delivery network generally assigns delivery responsibilities :o 

delivery units 3 n  :he basis of Zip Ccaes. The deiivery unit is responsible to 

deiivering !Pe maii !o ;he deliveries .wthin :he geograohical area defined bv !he 

Z:o C x e .  Tncs. :he measure of density :hat best reflec:s the network 

resccnsioiiity w u i a  oe rhe gecgraonicai area oi ;he Zip Coae. In aoaition. :he 

number of deliveries Der route mile rnignr be a function of volume. Consider. for 

example a Z!p Code with only four stops and one route: 

1 M i l e  l (2  Mile 112 Mile 

The route has 4 stops and 2 miles It thus has an average of 2 stops per mile 

Now suppose that because of volume increases, the four stops must be served 

by two routes The first two stops are served by one route and the last two stops 

are served by the other route 

mile while the second route would have 2 deliveries per route mile or an average 

The first route would have 2 deliveries per route 

8 
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of 4 deliveries per mile Despite the fact that the geographic network has not 

cnanged the geograDhic measure. deliveries per route mile has changed 

This example also illustrates the measurement problem. In the case where there 

are TWO routes. there is an open question how :he deliveries per route mile 

~ h c u ! a  be caic3iated :or :he Zip Cade. For examole. should :he average 

deliveries cer Tiie 3e the average across routes? (The average of 2 deliveries 

3er wiie m o  1 aeiiveries cer mile yielos 3 aeliveries per mile). Or should :he 

deliveries and routes miles be added before the average is taken? (A total of 4 

deliveries divided by a total of 1.5 route miles for an average of 2 2!3 deliveries 

per mile). 

b. No. Please see my answer to a. 

c. No. "Route miles" as defined in a. above were not collected in the City Carrier 

Street Time Study so such a variable cannot be constructed. 

d. No. Route miles were not collected in the City Carrier Street Time Study so 

such a variable cannot be constructed. 

9 
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e .  No. Please see my answers to a. - d. above. 

Yes. I excruded bodies of water. I did not have data on roadless areas. 

uninhabited areas or areas not served by city delivery carriers 

I_ 3 Yes Please see oages 34 :o 39 OT USPS-T-14 for ssttrnarion or an nconornerric 

rncdel that exc!udes boaies ST Nater 

h. I don't know :hat there are possible proolems with the items listed above. 

However, as explained in answer a. above, there are some potentially serious 

drawbacks from including deliveries per route mile aggregated to Zip Code level. 
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CCA,USPS-T:L--l Please refer to your !estimony page 38 Table 5. 

Please confirm :hat your resirced quadratic model includes delivery ooints and 
delivery ooints per Souare miie ' p lu s  Their squares) as explanatory variables. If 
ycu do nct confirm. please explain. 

Please sxplain the need and desirability of including four (4) func:ions of deiivery 
soints as explanatory variables in an econometric model. 

310 :/cu examine rnoaels of deliver:! rime :hat incluaed volume ~lerters. 'lars. sic. 
zer mivery zoint pius their scuaresi as :he only explanatory variaoles? If so 
Diease "scribe your efforts ana resuits. If not. why not? 

'acuia :icu 35ree T a l  an increase n :he disrance between delivery ooinrs 
ceteris oaribusr "ouid cause an 'nc:ease in the time to complere a route? If x t  

why not' 

If one could use the mean and 'variance (or mean squared) of distance between 
delivery points as explanatory variables. would there be any reason to include 
delivery points as a variable in a model of delivery time? If so, please explain. 

Would you agree that if all delivery points on a route were concentrated at a 
single stop (e.g.. at one NDCBU). then adding one delivery point to that route 
would cause almost no increase in delivery time? If not, why not? 

Would you agree that if a new delivery point appeared in a ZIP Code that was 
five (5) miles from any other existing delivery point within that ZIP Code, serving 
that new delivery point would cause a significant increase in delivery time. If not, 
why not? 

Did you examine models of delivery time that included functions of the distance 
between delivery points as explanatory variables? If so please describe your 
efforts and results. If not. why not? 

OCA USPS-T14-4 Response 

a Confirm. Celivery points and density. as measured by delivery points per square 



2103 

Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

mile are both explanatory variables in the econometric equation. In a quadratic 

form all sxpianatory variables are entered into the aquation with a first srder term 

ana a second order term. 

3. The econometric squation 1s a quadratic !unc!ionai form. In 3 quaoraric 

:unc!ional :orm :here are borh h e a r  and quadratic Terms for :he incluced 

variaoles. 

included nith linear ana auadraric :erms. Whiie obviousiy related. thev measure 

different things. The advantage o i  a quadratic func:ional form is that is allows for 

a nonlinear response in delivery !me to the included variables. Previous 

research has shown that delivery time is likely to have a nonlinear response to 

the included variables. 

Deliver/ min ts  and aensity are ?acn included variables so 30th are 

c. No. If the explanatory variables are in terms of volumes per delivery then the 

dependent variable is logically expressed in terms of delivery time per delivery. 

One of the goals of the analysis is to estimate the system wide response of 

delivery time to volume changes. Focusing the estimation on the delivery time 

per delivery would not facilitate a system wide analysis. I would also note that 

such a specification would include twenty (20) "functions" of delivery points as 

explanatory variables. 
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3. In :he postal network aistance between delivery points is fixed by their location 

ana is not increased or decreased. Moreover it is not possible to increase th 

distance between delivery points while holcing everything else (specifically route 

iencjrh ana :he nurnoer of delivery points) constant. However. suppose one has 

two crhernlise aenricai routes. %a. same ,/oiume. same distribution of volume 

per jrco. same iurnoer o i  aelivery mn ts .  SIC) except :hat The delivery ooir .s are 

iucher 3can 3n ?ne s i  the roures ana !ha1 -oute is therefore !onger. The time to 

traverse rhe roure would be greater on the route with delivery points iarther 

apar?. This would increase fhe rotal. but not volume variable. time on that route 

as comDared to the first route. 

e. Yes. The number of delivery points is included in the equation for reasons other 

than the geographic distance to be covered traversing the route. First, for a 

given volume of mail, the number of delivery points affects coverage. For a 

given volume of mail, the lower the number the delivery points the higher the 

coverage (the more stops that are receiving mail). Thus increases in volume are 

unlikely to create additional time accessing the delivery points. Second, for a 

given amount of volume the number of delivery points affects the number of 

pieces of mail received at each delivery. Variations in the amount of volume per 
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delivery -woula affect :he amount of time required to load mail into the 

receptacles. Nore that :he number of deliver points is included in :he 

Cxnmissicn's MDR and BAM !cad :ime regressions. 

Pwially agree. The additional time *would deoend upon how much additional 

mail was being ceiiverea :o :he new aeiivery. I f  the new delivery was nct 

receiving any ?ai/ :hen !he aacitional :!me 'would be very small indeed. 

g. No. In :he scenario you describe. the new delivery point would likeiy be its own 

route sec!ion. Thus there would be a substantial addition of network travel time 

but very little additional delivery time. 

h No. I estimated models that included the number of delivery points per square 

mile rather than the inverse. the square miles per delivery point. 
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OCNUSPS-T14-5. Please refer to your testimony at page 40, lines 7-8, where you 
state that the elasticities in your Table 6 "do not reflect the relative marginal delivery 
times for each shape." (Original emphasis.) Please provide a table in the form of your 
Table 6 showing marginal delivery times for each shape. Please show all calculations. 

OCNUSPS-TI 4-5 Response: 

Marginal Times for Regular Delivery 
All Times are in Seconds 

Full Restricted 
Quadratic Quadratic 

1.535 j 1.393 

1.359 

Sequericed 0.455 ~- . , C.32: 
Collection 2.216 

~ Small ~ Parcels - _- 

~ Shz je  .. - ~~ V a r i a b i l i t ~  ~~~ ~~ Variabilit 
I 

Letters ~_ -L __ 
~ Flats ~_.___~ d- 2.259 

The calculations are shown in the SAS code below. This code can be easily added to 

the program Estimating Delivery Equations.SAS which is provided in LR-K-81. 

Calculations for the full quadratic model: 

data mtall: merge coefl regmean (drop=-TYPE-); 

mtl- (let'mlet +2*let2*mlet*mlet 
lf*mlet~mcf+lse~mlet'mseq+lcv*mlet~mcv+lspr+mlet*mspr 
+ l d p + m l e t * m d p + l d n s * m l e t ' m d e n s ) / ~ l e t ;  
m t f = ( c f * m c f  rZ*cf2*mcf*mcf 
+lf*mlet*mcf+fse*mcf'mseq+fcvrmcf.mcf~mcv+fspr*mcf*mspr 
+fdp'mcf*mdp+fdns*mcf*mdens)/mcf; 
mts=(seq*mseq +2'seq2*mseq*mseq 
+lse~mlet*mseq+fse*mcf*mseq+scv~mseq*mcv+sspr~mseq~msp~ 

15 
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+sdp*mseq+mdp+sdns'mseq+mdens)/mseq; 
mtc=(cv*mcv +2*cv2+mcv+mcv 
+lcv*mlet*mcv+fcv+mcf*mcv+scv~mseq*mcv+cspr*mcv*mspr 
+cdp*mcv*mdp+cdns*mcv+mdens)/mcv; 
m t p = ( s p r * m s p r  +2*spr2+mspr*mspr 
+lspr*mlet*mspr+fspr*mcf*mspr+sspr'mseq*mspr+cspr*mcv*mspr 
+spdp*mspr+mdp+spdns*rnspr+mdens)/mspr: 

proc print data=ntall; 
'.'il n - 1  ntf r l zs  P l t C  m t p  ; 

16 
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OCNUSPS-T14-6. Please refer to your testimony at page 43, Table 9. Please provide 
a table in the form of your Table 9 showing marginal delivery times for each "shape." 
Please show all calculations. 

Marginal Times for ParceVAccountable 
Delivery 

All Times are in Seconds 

Shape VariabilitL 

1 
-7 

I--- - 
~~ 

Large Parcels i 37.796 

Accountables 80.564 i 

. ~ ~ 

____ 

T h e  mlculations are shown in the SAS code below. This code can be easily added to 

the program Estimating Delivery Equattons.SAS which is provided in LR-K-81. 

Calculations for the Parcel Accountable Model: 

d a t a  n - p a l ;  merge coefpl pregrnean (drop=-TYPE-); 
F,:?= :pclfnpcl +2*pcl2'mpcl+mpcl+pact'mpcl~mact+padp*rnpcl*mdp~/mpcl; 
n i a = ! a c t * m a c t  +2~actZ'mact~rnact+pact~~pcl~mact+acdp*mact*mdp)/mact; 

proc print data=mtpal; 
'var ncp mta ; 

17 
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OCNUSPS-T14-7. The following interrogatory refers to your testimony at page 63, 
Table 19, "Estimating the Effects of the Proposed Methodology." 
a. The following refers to the "Established Methodology" data, both columns titled 

"Percentage of Cost" and "Variability." 
(i) Please show the derivation of each percentage listed for: (1) Load 

Time, (2) Access Time, (3) Route Time, and (4) Total. 
(ii) For each derived value provided in part a(i) of this interrogatory, 

cite all source documents, and provide copies of those documents 
not previously submitted in this docket. 

b. The following refers to the "Proposed Methodology" data, both columns titled 
"Percentage of Cost" and "Variability." 
(i) 

(ii) 

Please show the derivation of each percentage listed for: (1) Regular 
Delivery, (2) P/A Delivery, (3) Network Travel, and (4) Total. 
For each derived value provided in part b(i) of this interrogatory, 
cite all source documents, and provide copies of those documents 
not previously submitted in this docket. 

OCNUSPS-T14-7 Response: 

a. (i) and (ii) 

1. LoadTime 

25.3% = $2,495,604,000 /$9,876,084,000, where $2,495,604,000 is total accrued 

letter-route load-time cost, and $9,876,084,000 is total accrued letter-route 

street-time cost 

69.5% = ($1,584,612,000 + $150,153,000)/ $2,495,604,000, where 

$1,584,612,000 is total letfer-route elemental load-time cost, and $150,153,000 is 

total letter-route single-subclass-stop, coverage-related load-time cost. 

Sources (All references are to the PRC-Version BY04 CSO6B7.xls included in 

USPS-LR-K-93): 

$2,495,604,000: Sheet '7.0.4.1', cell L26 

$9,876,084,000: Sheet '7.0.4.1', cell L16 
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$1,584,612,000: Sheet '7.0.4.2'. cell G27 

$150,153,000: Sheet '7.0.42, cell G30. 

2 Access Time: 

27.7% = $2,737,842,000 1$9,876,084,000, where $2,737,842,000 is total accrued 

letter-route access-time cost. 

21 .O% = 5574,034,0001 $2,737,842,000, where $574,034,000 is total volurne- 

variable letter-route access cost. 

Sources (All references are to the PRC-Version BY04 CS06B7,xls): 

52,737,842,000: Sheet '7.0.4.1', cell L62 

S574.034,OOO: Sheet '7.0.3', cell V61 

3. Route Time: 

29.8% = $2,944,778,000 159,876,084, 

letter-route route-time cost. 

00, where $2,944, 78,C 0 is total accrued 

4.7% = $139,541.000/ $2,944,778,000, where $139,541,000 is total volume- 

variable letter-route route-time cost. 

Sources (All references are to the PRC-Version BY04 CSO6&7.xls): 

$2,944,778,000: Sheet '7.0.4.2', cell G39 

$139,541,000: Sheet '7.0.3', cell W61. 

4 Total: 

82.8% = ($2.495,604,000+$2.737.842,000+$2,944,778,000) I $9,876,084,000, 
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1907% 0 065% 79 029% 

0 009% 0.101% 2.931% 

0 078% 0 098% 1.273% 

0 001% 0.000% 0 04546 
1177% 0 090% 2.832% 

0 035% 0.100% 6.346% 

29.9% = ($1,584,612,000 + 

$1 50,153,000+$574,034,000+$~ 39,541,000) / 

($2,495,604,000+$2,737,842,000+$2,944,778,000) 

Source: All variables are documented in parts 1, 2 and 3 above. 

b. (i) 8 (ii): 

1. Regular Delivery: 

72.3% = Sum of the regular delivery percentages across all delivery sections and 

delivery modes. Those values are presented below: 

Source: USPS-LR-K-79, MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS, Cells C61 to G66. 

41.1% = Sum of the estimated variabilities across shapes: 

Source USPS-T-14 at 39, line 14 

2. PNDelivery: 

5.6% = Sum of Parcel/Accountable Time and Deviation Delivery Time across all 

delivery modes. Those values are presented below: 



2112 

1 4 3 1 %  

Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

1 0 1 3 %  1 0 2 1 7 %  1 0 053% 2 4 1 4 %  

2 7 6 9 %  ! 1 4 1 7 %  

1 0 060% 1 0072% 1 0015% I 0 003% I 0 3 6 5 %  I 

1 Ed% I 0 0 9 2 %  I 5.744% 

Source: USPS-LR-K-79, MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS, Cells C72 to G73 

53.5% = Sum of large parcel and accountable variabilities. 

Source USPS-T-14 at 43, line 6. 

Source: USPS-LR-K-79, MDCD.CPSUM.FINAL.XLS, Cells C68 to G68 

0% = Variability of Network Travel Time 

Source USPS-T-14 at 23, line 3. 
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OCA/USPS-T14-8. Please refer to the testimony of INitness Lewis (USPS-T-30). page 
23. !ines 13-15 (emphasis added). where he states that some "reasons [other than the 
eight-hour rule] lo consider route adjustments include significant changes in cased 
volume or possible deliveries (PDs), building construction or demolition. and changes In 
authorized line of travel." 
a.  

5 

Glven that 'witness Lewis does not mention DPSed volume as a cause of route 
adjustments. why do you include DPSed volume in your model? 
Please explain how the route adjustment process is related to your concept of a 
.'sustained" change in volume (USPS-T-14, page 25. lines 4-8). 

?-ocess. and. a Mail Count and Route Inspec!ion Procedure." (USPS-7-30, 
3aqe 23. iine 19. I Does :your modei account for 50th adjustment processes? if 
sa. 3iease exciain 

- - \Wtness Lewis describes two types of route adjustment: a "Minor Adjustment 

If not. 'any not? 

3CA,CS?S-T'4-8 Sesconse 

a 

savs anc a misreading of :he !err1 'other '' Consider the fuil oaragraph from which the 

above partial sentence IS taken. Review of :he full paragraph shows that Witness Lewis 

did not Intend to exclude changes in DPS volume as a possible source of a route 

evaluation:' 

i :hinK /our confusion m n e s  from !ooKing at sniv 3art oiivnat 'Nitness Lewis 

Under Postal Service policy, city carrier routes must provide 
as near to eight hour?, of work as possible. Routes that 
consistently use overtime or auxiliary assistance, routes that 
consistently curtail mail or consistently must start early in 
order to meet scheduled leaving times, and routes that 
consistently are either early or late in leaving or returning to 
the office are candidates for adjustment. Other reasons to 
consider route adjustments include significant changes in 
cased volume or possible deliveries (PDs), building 
construction or demolition. and changes in authorized lines 
of travel. 

The sentence that starts "Routes that . . . -  clearly contemplates the adjustment of a 

route due to a mismatcn of volume and the eight hour day. It discusses both routes that 
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have too much mail for an night hour day and routes that have too little mail. DPS 

volume IS a suas:antiai oortion of the volume delivered on a route and thus is ciearly 

ir?c!uCeC :n this discussion. Next. Yditness Lewis discusses reasons other than a 

visrratcn In :oral meet ,workbaa :hat could lead to a route evaluation. Here he 

merIions rnrer aha. ,manges .n cased volume. He has informed me that he C i a  so 

zec3use chanses ,n :asea 'volume influence both street time and office !ime. Moreover 

-a?', :;r'es Znarges r zassc 'voiume are nor mceoendent of manges ;n DPS volume. 

r,:r -3xarcie. 3 'cute :P,at i a s  no mange :n ;orai 'volume but a snaro cleciine In casec 

: c iL re  ,VCUIC simuitarecusiv excerierm 3n .nc:ease in DPS ,/oiume 

As :c m y  I inc!ude DFS 'volume in the regular delivery equation. nore that the equation 

IS estimating the response in delivery time to changes in delivered and collected 

volume DPS volume is an important component to delivered and collected volume and 

11 ,would be a mistake to omit it. 

b When there is a sustained change in volume for a route that causes the required 

hours to deviate from the eight hour day on a regular basis. a route evaluation will be 

done Route evaluations can take place in response to either a sustained increase or 

decrease in volume 

c 

witbout the collection of additional data. but a Mail Count and Route Inspection 

Yes Witness Lewis informs me that a Minor Adjustment Process can be performed 

- See. USPS-T-30 at 23 
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Procedure requires additional information, as described in his testimony Both are used 

,n response to sustained changes in volume and both are thus accounted for ,n rhe 

regular delivery equation 
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OCAIUSPS-T:4-3. Please refer to your testimony at page 27. lines 34 .  where you 
state. "The delivery network 'will be modeled by the delivery points in the Zip Code . . :' 

Given that "Network Travel" is a separate cost pool. <why is it necessary to further 
account for network effects !n  your regular delivery time model? What. exac:ly. are !he 
network effects you are attempting to control for? 

CCA,USPS-T;4-3. Response: 

F;rs:. olease see oage 21 of my !estimony in which network travel time is define0 as :he 

:ims ! :aKes :o ,?rive 'rem one route sec:ion :o another or m e  delivery activity !e.y. 

xi1ec:ion 30x1 IO another Thus. :t Goes not .nc:ude :he rime it takes to drive between 

,:eiive?i 3oinis within route sec!ions. Secxo .  3lease refer io my answer to OChUSPS- 

T-l-l-? 'mere I exoiain :he other roies :hat ceiivefy ooints have in the regular delivery 

!me modei: 

The number of delivery points is included in the equation for reasons other than 
the geographic distance to be covered traversing the route. First, for a given 
volume of mail. the number of delivery points affects coverage. For a given 
volume of mail. the lower the number the delivery points the higher the coverage 
(the more stops that are receiving mail). Thus increases in volume are unlikely to 
create additional time accessing the delivery points. Second, for a given amount 
of volume the number of delivery points affects the number of pieces of mail 
received at each delivery. Variations in the amount of volume per delivery would 
affect the amount of time required to load mail into the receptacles. Note that the 
number of deliver points is included in the Commission's MDR and BAM load 
time regressions. 
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OCAIUSPS-T14-10. Please refer to your testimony (USPS-T-14), page 26. line 14. 

a. 

5 

m e r e  :IOU refer :o 'a sustained change in volume." 
lV/ould you agree that daily volume on a route exhibits ,/olatility? (See,  '3.g.. 
LR-K-80 at 2.) If not. ,why not? 
'Nouid you agree that daily volume volatility can cause deviations from an eight- 
hour day for some routes? If nor. why not? 

authorized carrier bours" (USPS-T-30. page 22. line 19) for some ZIP Codes? If 
r " 'Nouid you agree that daily volume volatility -,an cause deviations from "daily 

'Nould you agree :hat the short-run tecftnique ( ; .e . .  short of route adjustment) 'or 

nc!. "fly nor? 

not. 'NhY not? 
4 - 

dealing with workioaa !n excess of 'daiiv aurhorized carrier hours' is overtime? if 

'~Vouic you agree that ;/our :ocas on 'susiained" volume changes requires 
'snoring darlv '/orurne ~~/olaiiJitv 31 :he 'oute and ZIP Code levels? If nor. 'wny noi7 
'Ncuio :iou agree :hat snort-run / e zmsrrainedi elasticity of cost "ith resoec: :o 
'mume :s  greater :han long-rur, / e . ,Jncons:raineoi elasticity of cost "ith resoec! 
:G mume? if 701. Nnv nor? 

s 

CCA US?S-T!J-lO Response 

a No The term volatility connotes wIc and exolained movements It is my 

unaerstanding that while daily volume may exhibit significant variation. that variation is 

generally predictable and thus expected Within a delivery unit. the Postal Service 

knows which days are its heavy days and which days are its light days 

b. 

the eight hour day. However, day-to-day vanations are generally predictable and 

delivery unit managers have a variety of strategies for dealing with these variations. 

Partially agree. It is possible for day-to-day variations to cause deviations from 

Day-to-day variations thus included in scheduling route hours in order to prevent any 

carrier's day from exceeding eight hours. A delivery unit manager's strategies include 

things like scheduling substitutes to assist on heavy days. curtailing some mail on heavy 

days, providing assistance in office time on heavy days. and performing ancillary office 

work and route maintenance work on light days. In addition, it is important to recognize 
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that deliver/ IS  managed at :he Zip Code !evel. riot :he route level. This provides :he 

deiiveri unit manager more flexibility in scheduling time to deliver ,/oiumes. 

c .  Generally zisagree. Whiie !t is certainly oossioie for daily volume variations !o cause 

dewations from "daily authorized carrier hours' for a Zio Code, it !s my understanding 

:hat :hey qeneraily do not. That is because daiiy ,volume variations are generally 

3rocic:aoie and are scneduied for ' n  advance. In other worcs. daily aurhorized carrier 

icurs are sot necessariiv !he c3me for a11 aavs icr 3 Zio LJde. and reac!ions to aaiiv 

/oiur;e 'iariations are mc:udec in sett!ng cailv au[kcrizec carrier qours. 

e 

deliver1 m i t  supervisors have a variety of strategies for dealing with day-to-day 

variations in volume 

[\jo As  menrioned ;n  my answer :o ?an 3. aoove. :t is my understanding that 

e No. A sustained increase in volume means an increase or decrease in volume that 

is sustained through time. A sustained change in volume does not invalidate or remove 

the day-to-day variations in mail volume and they are thus included in the determination 

of the number of hours required to deliver the mail. 

f No The short run elasticity could be smaller than the long run elasticity. For 

example, in the situation of short run excess capacity. the short run elasticity could be 

zero 
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OCNUSPS-T14-11. Please refer to your testimony at pages 44-56. Please provide the 
SAS runs underlying the results you present. Please provide any SAS runs related to 
volume variability of city carrier costs that you performed but did not discuss in your 
testimony. 

OCNUSPS-T14-11 Response 

Please see the attached pages, which contain the SAS runs for the alternative 

regressions presented in USPS-T-14 To facilitate review. the SAS runs are presented 

n the attachment in the same order and with the same titles as in USPS-T-14. pages 44 

!hrough 56 
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ATTACHMENT TO OCA/USPS-T14-11 

SAS RUNS FOR ALTERNATIVE REGRESSIONS 

-i .... ~ s aztacnment contains all of the SAS runs for the results 3 f  
alternative regressions presented in USPS-T-14. To facilitate 
re . i iew.  tLe SAS r u n s  are presented in this attachment in the same _ _  - a7,d . . i  r-. :be same titles as in USPS-T-14, pages 4 4  through 
-, 
2 0 .  

Section Titles: 

= .  : ..<E3 EF'FYCTS ESTIMATION - . 

^ ^  

i__ RSZTZ T,E'/EL ANALYSIS 

J.; ALTERNATIVE V3LUME DEFINTION 

> . I (  :NVZSTISATING 5AY OF WEEK EFFECTS 

Z . 5  ZROSS SECTIONAL RESULTS 

2.6 WEIGHTED REGRESSIONS 

Y . ,  INCLUDING PROBLEMATIC ZIP CODES 

G.8 ESTIMATING A TRANSLOG SPECIFICATION 

_ -  

- .  

^ _ I  
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G.l FIXED EFFECTS ESTIMATION 

Regular Delivery Equation 

TP.e XEANS Proceoure 

VsrraS le  N Mean 8 t a  3ev Minlinurn Maximum 
f f f i f f ' ~ l f f i f f ' l l i f ' f f f : l i i f f f f f f f ' f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f l f ~ f f f f f f f ~ f ~ f f f  
d e l :  1 5 4 5  222595.34 155C29.70 2711.00 843493.00 

212665.20 1545 36007.95 26665.41 425.0000000 
1 5 4 5  11799.23 9984.98 103.5000000 61573.30 

3523.40 6333.08 
1969.46 6975.64 

0 63595.30 
0 88201. a0 

5pr : 5 4 5  373.2679612 326.3759862 0 3473.30 
dP 1 5 4 5  3462.31 5 8 1 7 .  34 196.3000000 34373.30 
de28 1545 ';.19J556? 105.9993912 3.4480750 738.8297972 ...... . . . , ,  ""iff;ll'i:fi:f"""""" , , _ . _ _ _  ,.1 .,.....,.,,, f f f ' : i : f : : : f f f f f f i f ~ ~ ~ ~ f i i f ~ f f ~ f f ~ ~ f f ~ f f i f ~ ~ f f  

:?.e UEARS 'rocedure 

' J  a I : aC 1 e u Yean it3 Jev Y 1 P. imum Maximum 
, , . . _ . I  - . . ' . . ' ~ ~ i f f ~ f f ' ~ f l ' f f ~ : ~ f ~ ~ f f f f f f f f f l f f ~ f ~ f f ' ~ f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f ~ f f f f ' f f f f f f f f f f l l f l  

163297.70 aelr. 1545 -7.53497E-i4 29718.36 -170550.27 
:er 1 5 4 5  -i.22443€-13 11373.66 -66481.09 76320.55 

~ . . ~ . .  

~ . .  
cf  1 5 1 5  -1.53606E-13 4323.36 -34373.82 28399.18 

CY 1545 7 . C 6 1 4 5 E - 1 5  3835.46 -39855.25 14418.20 
S O 1  1545 8.094209B-16 153.6211349 -656.5454545 1392.45 

s e a  1545 -4.59162E-I4 4364.19 -24190.10 4 6 1 4 1 . ~  

-j- 

CP 1545 -?.11847E-l4 851.9260274 -1263.09 4348.9: 
f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f - f : f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ' f ~ f ~ ~ f ~ f f f ' f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ~ f  

T h e  REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent V a r i a b l e :  d e l r  

NOTE: No i n t e r c e p t  i n  model .  R-Square 13 r e d e f i n e d  

A n a l y s i s  of  Variance 

Source 

Model 
Error 

sum 3: Mean 
DF Squares Square F Value Pr > F 

14 6.937735€:1 49555252620 113.25 <.0001 
1531 6.699133E:: 437565816 

Uncorrected Tozal  1545 1.36?68'€12 

Root ISE 20918 R-Square 0.5087 
2eFender.r Mean -'.535E-14 Ad: -R-Sq 0.5043 
Coeff  V a r  -2.77613E19 

PararneLer i s : m a t e s  
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Parameter Standard 
Variable DF Estimate 2:ror t Value Pr > It: 

1 

i 

0 . 5 7 3 3 6  
- 0 . 3 0 0 0 0 3 3 3  

0 . 4 4 7 1 5  
3 . 0 0 0 0 1 5 5 9  

0 . 9 1 7 9 2  
8 . 9 9 5 0 6 1 E - 7  

0 . 3 3 3 2 9  
- 0 . 0 0 0 0 0 5 2 3  

5 . 7 7 0 5 5  
- 0 , 0 0 1 6 2  

- 3 . 3 0 0 3 9 2 8 6  
- 2 1 6 . 2 6 9 3 5  

- 3 . 3 4  124  

1 8 . 2 6 3 0 6  

0 . 3 5 6 9 2  
3 .  30330i54  

0 . 1 3 7 3 5  
0 .3000C392  

0 .11847  
0 .30000692  

0 . 1 6 6 5 1  
0 . 0 0 0 0 0 3 7 6  

4 . 3 i 6 0 2  
0 . 0 0 7 2 4  
0 . 6 9 6 8 3  

0 . O G C 2 5 4 8 9  
7 6 . 7 9 5 6 0  

0 . 8 0 0 2 0  

1 0 . 0 7  c .  0 0 0 1  
- 2 . 1 6  3 . 0 3 1 1  

3 . 2 6  0 . 0 0 1 2  
i . 5 7  0 . 1 1 6 5  
7 . 7 5  c .  3001  
0 . 1 3  0 . 8 3 6 6  
5 . 6 0  c .  0001 

- 1 . 4 1  0 . 1 6 0 0  
1 . 3 4  0 . 1 8 1 4  

- 0 . 2 2  0 . 8 2 2 8  
2 6 . 2 2  c .  0 0 0 1  
- 3 . 3 6  0 .7157  
- 2 . 8 2  0 . 0 0 4 9  
- 1 . 3 5  0 . 2 9 3 3  

- -r5 nce:: ?ne:: e l a s ?  elasf elass 

2 2 2 5 9 5 . 3 4  i ? 8 4 7 2 . ? 6  0 .053346  0 .043198  0 . 0 1 4 6 4 3  

r. s elasc e l a s p  elasd elasdns 

3.319663 . 3 C 7 6 4 6 8 9 9  O . i O i 8 9  -0. :3810 

P/A Delivery Equation 

The MEANS Procedure 

‘Jar 1 ab le N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum 
f f f f f f f f : f f f f f ; f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f  
padelt 1 5 3 5  1 . 5 6 4 2 1 2 E - 1 3  6 1 4 4 . 9 4  - 3 1 2 0 6 . 7 5  3 3 9 0 0 . 2 5  
PCl 1 5 3 5  -7 .40631E-17 7: .3129559 -344 .5000000  1 6 5 7 . 5 0  
a c t  1535 2 .777366E-17 2 9 . 5 5 9 7 7 7 3  - 2 6 3 . 3 3 3 3 3 3 3  259 .6666667  
dp 1535 -5 .451045-14  1 0 7 5 . 7 2  - 4 7 1 2 . 6 4  4 3 1 9 . 5 5  

Based ‘JFon Final PA Volume 

The 8E; Procedure 
Model: MODELi 
Cependent Variable: padelt 

NC-E: No intercepr in modei. R-Sqcare is redefined. 

fffffffffffffffffffffffifffffff~f~f~~ff~~fffffffff~fffff~fffffffffffffffffffffff 

Analysis of Variance 

Sum of Mean 
Source OF Squares Square F Value Pr > F 
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Yodel  9 23087498818 2565277646 1 1 2 . 3 7  c . 0 0 0 1  
zrror 1526  34836712092 22828776 
U n c c r r e c z e d  T o t a l  1535 57924210910 

47’7.94683 R-Square 3 . 3 9 8 6  
1 . 5 6 4 2 1 5 - 1 3  Ad]  R-Sq 0 . 3 9 5 0  
3.054538E18 

?arameter E s t i m a r e s  

Parameter S t a n c a r d  
Z:st;ma:e z r r a r  t va1l;e 2r > It: 

3 9 . 5 0 ~ 3 4  2 . 1 3 9 7 1  1 6 . 1 9  < .300 ;  
- 5 .  ,32275 0 .52292  - 7 . 7 9  < . 0 0 0 i  
5 6 . 3 7 8 0 3  4 . 6 2 4 6 6  1 2 . 1 8  <.oooi 
- ,> .a5334 3 . 3 3 3 8 5  -1 .56  O.li53 

: .12:07 c .  lis14 8 . 9 8  c .  0001  
- 0 . 3 5 0 1 3 0 4 5  3 :Cc”5?3 - 2 . 2 1  0 . 0 2 7 0  

- 0 . x a 0 4  c 26651 - 0 . 8 7  0 . 3 8 3 0  
3 . 3 0 2 6 2  c.cci90 1 . 3 8  0 . 1 6 9 1  
3 . 3 0 6 4 1  3.:CjE3 1 . 5 7  0 . 0 9 4 4  

3 a s e d  ~ = c n  ~ l n a l  ? A  ‘ l o i m e  

”SI n p c i e l r  elasw e l a s a  e : a s d  

: 8 3 5 2 . 6 6  1 . 3 9 2 6 6  0 . 2 5 0 0 6  -0 . :1356 
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. .  

G.2 ROUTE LEVEL ANALYSIS 

The SAS S y s t e m  

The X E A N S  Procedure 

i r a r i a a i e  N Mean SId 3ev i??li?1mUZU Maximum 

?el?  30087 11430.51 5752.40 0 46900.00 
-- 30072 1849.97 802.3153687 0 61458.00 

: : i : ,if! i f f f ..~fiffffifif’flfffffff~f~ff~~fff~ffi~ffffifffffffffffffffffff~f r ‘ i . . . . . .  

3 0 C 6 3  606.2846880 344.8;49012 
30367  :81.3C76463 341.5963021 

z ’, 3038- 255.?@69896 11’7.90 
5 0 :  ?0SB7 19.1677136 15.6433673 
:u 3338- 485.9000897 197.3378991 

3333’ 75.3398800 121.4S8612C 

0 5755.00 
0 7634.00 
0 03079.00 
o 258. ~ O O O O O O  
0 1 3 3 0 . 0 0  
0 1751.52 

Xcc: YSE 5571.47774 R-Square 0.0621 
DeFenCent Mean 11431 Ad1 R-Sa 0.0611 
Z o e f f  Var 48.74020 

Parameter Zstimates 

Parameter Standard 
Df Estimate Error t Value Pr > I t 1  

1 7025.43308 102.6380: 38.47 <.0001 
0.20112 0.05564 3.62 0.0003 

1 -0.00000353 0.303OCl82 -1.94 0,0522 
1 - 0 . 6 6 0 5 5  3.2248: -2.94 0.0033 
1 -0.00001685 0.00011Cl2 -0 .15  0.8704 
1 1.18805 0.14234 8.35 < .  0001 
1 - 0 . 0 0 0 3 2 4 1 8  O.COCO6641 - 4 . 8 8  c .  0001 

0.10904 0. C6262 1.74 0.0816 
: -0.00300199 o.(1C@oo:12 -1.78 0.0747 
1 31.09357 3 . 9 8 9 6 9  7.79 c .0001 

Tolerance 

0.51846 
0.63265 
0.17195 
0.18554 
0.43723 
0.44502 
0.18966 
0.19004 
0.26502 
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Jarameter Estinates 

Variance 
Variabie 3F I " f l a C L 0 I l  

I-tercept 1 0 
ie: 1.9287: 
le:? i 1.53066 
cf 5.81568 
Cf? 5.38980 
sea 2.28711 
s e a 2  
i'l 

2 . 2 4 7 0 -  
5.27253 

C Y 2  5 . 2 5 2 3 3  

Tie 3.4.5 5yscSm 

. , . e  XES ?roceoure 
Wcdf.: "LE:: 
:e? sc zer. : Va r 1 ab 1 e : de 1 t 

Sp: 3 . - 7 3 3 5  

-i 

Parameter Est;mates 

?&:mecer Standard 
.;3r;aoie D r  S s  t :>a te E::or t Val.Je Pr > It1 Tolerance 

so:; 1 -0.27703 0.34728 -5.86 <.0001 0.21925 
i 1 4 . 2 4 8 3 3  0 . 5 5 6 4 6  25.19 <.OOCl 0.08561 

-0.00893 0.00048163 -i8.53 c .  0001 0 .0861C 
ZF 
cp; 
:e-5 1 -1C.8:287 0.50413 -21.45 <.OOCl 0.27550 
sers2 1 C.00695 0.00055698 12.49 <.  0001 0.28500 

Parameter Estimates 

Variance 
variable OF Icflation 

spr: 1 3.58101 
dp I 11.68112 
dp2 i 11.61481 
dens I 3.62974 
dens2 1 3.50881 
The SAS System 

The REG Procedure 
Model: UODELI 
Cepencent Variable: delt 

Consistent Covar:ance of Estimates 

'Yariaoie Intercept ?et let2 cf Cf2 

Iztercepr 450i9.15102 -2.681577672 0.0000440355 -14.08829524 0.0058938216 
let -2.631577672 O.C031:57706 -4.9194851-3 -0.003604687 8.4920134E-7 
-e:< 1 -  0,0000440355 -4.9794856-8 1.1218696-:2 5.8161242E-8 -1.44069E-11 
- <  i. -14.08929524 - C . G G 3 6 0 4 6 8 7  5.8161242E-E 0,0609431415 -0.OOCO28076 
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: f2  0.3058938216 8.19201346-7 -1.44069E-11 -0,500328076 1.5746446-8 ~ ~~~~~ 

S e a  0.C974839232 -0,300474912 7.8257531E-9 -0.000474813 -1.254216E-7 
seci C.COO962Oi83 7.4652458E-8 -1.27275E-12 3.0193134E-7 -4.23934E-11 
e 7 -0,706558022 -0.000096265 1.5977565E-9 -0.309447125 1.36i8084E-7 
I .J 2 C.CCOO107602 3.4448316-10 - 1 . 6 2 8 9 1 8 - 1 4  7.692406E-9 -2.1388E-12 
S p r  -158.3659835 -0.022191595 3.44482748-7 -0.144902C4 0.0000807917 
j p r l  2.4974913616 -0.500041?Cl 5.502075E-10 0.3029461332 -1.285807E-6 -_ -r -122.0033271 - 3 . 2 0 0 4 2 5 3  -3.853039E-3 -3.011219978 6.22077228-6 
’7 2 C.1041310331 -9.2013466-7 2.688921E-11 0.0090139074 -5.916697:-3 
; e n 5  -:5.05092:85 -0,301277282 1.01?7075E-Y 0.004937281 -1.7287695-6 
? P > S ;  c.?o?~?:o:as 7.1354911E-7 -1.755ilE-il 5.5771876E-8 -5.334858-13 

~Cons~scent Covar i ance  of Estimates 

1 3 z . + z - =  s e ?  seq2 c v CV2 5cr 

: . ,  ” -  ,_-n... . . . I  3.;3‘:3?92:?: 3,3009620789 -2.706558322 3.3COO137602 -153.3659835 
. . .  ., - ->.120:-45>: ’-4652458E-8 -3.000096265 9.444831E-10 -0.522131595 
- 2 ’  .. _. . 

- s _ . -  
..i; 5 3 i E - 3  -1.27275E-:2 1.53775652-3 -1.62891E-14 3.4448274E-7 

- 2 . > 3 0 : 7 : ? ’ . ;  3.C193184E-7 -9.100447125 7.6924068-9 -0,14490204 
- >  >=4216: - -  -4.2?9?4E-11 1.36133845-7 -2.1388E-12 0.0000807917 

.: I .  :1374’1554 -5.?C0195E-d - 0 . 3 0 3 1 7 4 4 6 2  1.7924254E-9 -0.031209504 

~. .. ... 

-G.lOSi352-d 
-3.2921’4462 
:.7?242545-9 
-11. 3:12395C4 
J .  ~ ~ ~ ~ 6 4 6 3 7 1  
-3.31359608 
6.43400”E-7 
,S. 2314013524 
L .  3341999E-6 

” 

3.9173BliE-3 5 . 3 > 3 5 0 5 7 E - 3  -a.4i958E-13 2.0123~84~-6 
6 . 6 7 3 5 0 5 7 6 - 3  3.3039719615 -5.986826E-8 -0.30600385: 
-8.429585-13 -5.306326E-8 1.030089E-12 1.1577111E-7 
2 . 0 1 2 3 5 8 i E - 6  - 9 . 3 0 6 3 5 3 8 5 1  1.1877111E-7 36.119438847 
-9.736019E-8 0.1303852099 -1.863588E-9 -0.488651899 
-3.778459E-6 -2.303240925 4.077923E-9 -0.533143023 
4.0746315E-3 3.1553064E-7 -1.298788-11 0.0002862133 
-3.733907E-8 3.3016:95355 -2.595768E-8 0,3489693248 
-1.077247E-3 -1.544287E-6 1.809225E-11 -0.000178978 

Co?.sistenz Covarrance of Estimates 

‘;a: i ao 1 e sprZ dp dp2 dens  dens2 

:n:ercepc 2.49749:9616 -122.0033271 3.10413:0331 -15.05092485 0.0071330588 
ie: -0.OCCC4:30: -0.0004253 -9.201946E-7 -0.001277282 7.1354911E-7 
le:: 5.502075E-10 -3.853039E-3 2.68892lE-11 1.0117075E-8 -1.75511E-11 
c f  3.902046:332 -0.011213373 O.OCOO139074 0.004937281 5.57718761-8 
T h e  %S Syscen  

The 3X Proceiure 
Mode;: XCDEL: 
3epecdent V a r i a b l e :  deic 

Consiscent C-variance of  Estimaces 

‘ i d :  : d l l ?  spr2 c; dP2 dens dens2 

- L ^  _.‘ -1.Ze5EO:Z-6 6.2207’22E-6 -5.916697E-9 -1.7237696-6 -5.334858-10 
3eq 0.0001,646371 -3.303596C8 6.4040077E-7 0.0019010524 1.9341999E-6 
seq2 -8.736C19E-3 -3.778459E-6 4.0746315E-9 -3.733907E-8 -1.077247E-9 
17 0.G300852091 -3.00024C925 8.1553064E-7 3.0015195355 -1.044287E-6 
z v 2  -1.263568E-3 4.077923E-9 -1.29878E-11 -2.595768E-8 1.809225E-11 
5 ; :  -C.488651899 -0.533743023 0.0002862133 3.3489693248 -0.000178978 
s t r :  3.307619558’ 3.5561463228 -3.6226975-6 -0.003895673 2.0564778~-6 
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dp 0.0061463~28 0.5501624~26 -o.000487~:4 -0.004985ia2 o.0000~86733 

dens -0.003895673 -0.004985182 -0.0000110~7 0.2777826686 - O . O O O Z ~ O O ~ ?  
dP2 -3.622697E-6 -0.000487214 4.6009303E-7 -0.00001?057 -2.246908E-8 

dens2 2.05647788-6 0.0000296733 -2.246908E-8 -0.000290041 4.2674206E-7 
The SAS System 

Obs -MOCEL_ - TYPE- DEDVAR- - W S E -  Intercept let 1et2 

: MODEL: PARMS delt 557:.48 7025.43 0.20112 -.000003534 

Ob5 rf cf2 sea sea2 CY C V 2  

-3,66055 -.000016346 1.?8805 -.000324175 0,10904 -.000001991 

31.5 spr spr2 dP dp2 dens dens2 delt 

?1.39?6 -,>.2:?33 14.3483 -.0089~5~79 -13.8:zg .c0695443j - I  
:ne SAS Systea 

3 3 s  ndeic ?delt elas1 elas:  elass 

iI430.5i ::386.4: 0.02925; -1.334734 C.316329 

3bS e1asc elasp elasd eiasdns 

, .0023192:8 0.233015 0.23198 -a.062260 
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6.3 ALTERNATIVE VOLUME DEFINTION 

:he SAS System 

T h e  YEANS Procedure 

Va r 1 ab1 e N Mean S t d  Dev Minimum Maximum 
: i i : ! f : f i f i f f f f : f f i ~ f ~ ~ f : f f f f ~ i f f f f f f f f ~ f j f f f f f i j f ~ f f ? f f f f f f f f ~ f f ? f f f j f ~ ~ j f ~ f f ~ f  

8 4 3 4 9 2 . 0 0  3e l t  1 5 4 5  2 2 2 5 9 5 . 3 4  1 5 5 0 2 9 . 7 0  2 7 1 1 . 0 0  
0 i 5 3 9 7 9 . 0 0  :ps 1 5 4 5  22849 .67  1 8 1 3 4 . 2 5  

l e t  l 5 4 5  i 2 1 6 e . 3 0  1 2 3 0 9 . 4 7  1 1 4 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 1 8 0 7 9 . 0 0  
". _ _  1515 1 . i 9 9 . 2 0  9984 .98  1 0 3 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  6 1 5 7 3 . 0 0  
52q 1 5 4 5  3528 .40  6 3 3 3 . 0 8  0 6 7 5 9 5 . 0 0  
C.! 1 5 4 5  4 9 6 9 . 4 6  6975 .64  0 98201 .00  
iDr .:45 273 .2679612  326 .3759862  0 3 4 7 0 . 0 0  . _  
2? 1545  9 1 6 2 . 3 1  5 8 1 7 . 3 4  1 9 6 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  3 4 3 7 8 . 3 0  
.I e .? s . 2 4 5  ' : .4975563 L'l5.9993942 0 . 4 4 8 0 7 5 0  7 3 8 .  E i S i 7 8 i Z  ., 

R C O L  YSE 
3ependenr Mean 
C o e f f  v a r  

V a r i a b l e  DF 

I n-. e i cep t 1 
d? 5 

dQS2 
leC 1 
le:2 1 
Cf 1 
Z f 2  I 
seq  1 
seq2 1 
.V i 

i i na lys i s  ~f Var i ance  

sum o f  Mean 
DF Squares  Square F Value P: > F 

: 6  3 . 0 8 0 5 7 i E 1 3  1 .925357E12  4 6 6 . 7 5  C O O 0 1  
1528  6 . 2 0 3 0 9 i E 1 2  4125063555 
1544 3 .710882E13  

64227 R-Square 0 . 8 3 0 1  
222595 A d j  R-Sq 3 . 8 2 8 4  

2 8 . 8 5 3 5 5  

Parameter  5:scimates 

Parameter  Standard 
E s t m a t @  E r r o r  t Value Pr  > It1 

8 2 2 . 9 2 8 4 0  
i. 85882 

0 .00000151 
1 . 6 8 6 4 1  

- 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 7 4 1  
0 . 6 6 1 9 3  

0 . 0 0 0 0 2 4 5 8  
0 . 3 3 4 6 3  

- 0 . 3 0 0 0 2 4 1 8  
4,38168 

5 1 2 1 . 4 7 7 9 5  0 . 1 6  0 .8724  
0 . 3 5 5 1 6  5 . 2 3  < . 0 0 0 1  

3.OCOCC.311 0.52 0.6051 
C.36251  4.65 < .  occ1  

O.COC03304 -5 .73  c .  0001 
0 . 6 2 9 0 9  1 . 0 6  0 . 2 8 8 5  

0 . 0 0 0 0 1 2 3 8  1 . 9 9  0 . 0 4 7 2  
0 .50004 1 . 8 7  0 . 0 6 1 8  

0 . 0 0 0 0 1 5 2 6  - 1 . 5 8  0 . 1 1 3 4  
0 .49594  8 . 8 4  <.0001 
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- 0 . 0 0 0 0 5 4 5 9  
5 .38954  

- 0 . 0 0 4 5 3  
1 4 . 1 6 6 7 6  

0 . 0 0 0 0 4 8 0 7  
-239 .74922  

3 . 2 2 3 9 8  

pdeit 

223:IO. 58  

elasc 

,1.3855::. 

3 . 0 0 0 0 0 8 5 2  -6.11 < .  0 0 0 1  
: 4 . : 7 4 4 0  0 . 3 8  0 . 7 0 3 8  

0 . 3 0 6 9 0  - 0 . 6 6  0 . 5 i 1 7  
1 . 3 0 8 8 0  1 0 . 8 2  c .  0 0 0 1  

0 .30004419  1 . 0 9  0 . 2 7 6 8  
4 2 , 3 4 5 6 3  - 5 . 6 6  c . 0 0 0 1  

0 . 0 7 8 8 8  2 . 3 4  0 .0046  

elasdps elasl elasf 

o .zo f i91  0 . 0 6 8 8 7 3  o . o f i 6 0 0 5  

elasp elasd e lasdns  

. 0 0 ? 3 5 8 3 3 1  3 . 5 3 9 4 1  - 0 . 0 6 6 5 6 6  
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6 . 4  INVESTIGATING DAY OF WEEK EFFECTS 

TSe iAS System 

:he YEANS I n c e d u r e  

va r L a c  1 e 9 Mean Std De" ninimum ??ax:mum 
f ~Z f; f i f I ,' f f ,,..;.,f'ffffffiffffiifi~f~If~~I~~iI~~~fifffffifffiff~ifi~f~~~~~fffff ' i z i ' i I 

843403.00 5eLc 1545 222595.34 155029.70 2711. 00 
__. ' a- 1545 3 6 0 0 7 . 9 5  26665.41 425.0000000 212665.00 

1545 11739.20 9984.98 103.0000000 61573.00 
67595.00 .5eq 1545  3528.40 6333.08 3 
88201.30 _ ,  :545 4969.46 6975.64 0 

5D: :545  373.2673612 326.3759865 3 3430.30 

_ -  -. 

-_ _I 1545 9462.31 58l7.34 196.0000000 34378.00 
313"s ._'I_ 71.4975563 105.9993942 0.44e0750 738.8297872 

1.0000000 <- .:45 0 .3973874  3.2961ii6 0 
1 . o o o o o o o  8:. 1 8  1 3 7 7 n 3 . 3 E 5 8 6 8 0  0 

?'* .:.I5 0.;8:2298 0 . 3 8 5 3 3 3 2  0 1 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  
!: .:*- 0. :818770 C. 2858680 0 1.0000000 

1.3000000 si .--- 0.1312298 2 . 3 8 5 2 3 3 2  0 
1.0000000 :i .- ~ 3 . 1 7 6 3 5 1 8  :. ?@GSiE75 0 - E 4 '  

. z 4 5  3 0 0 0 
, . ! ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f ~ ~ f ~ i ~ ~ f ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ f i ~ ~ ~ ~ f f ~ ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f f i f f ~ ~ f ~ f ~ ~ ~ ~ f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f f  
TL.e i A S  Syscem 

:?e XES ?rocedcre 
Motel: VC"Eli 
3e;enzec: Variable: d e l t  

. i .i 

.. 
c 4 i  _ _  - - -  I. 

. -  

. - . E  

. i 1 c  

.. ~ . .  _.. 

Analysis of  Var iance 

Root N S E  
Dependent Mean 
Coeff  V a r  

'$a : i able DF 

In:ercept  
Jt 1 
ow 1 
3: i 
d f  1 
dS 1 

Sum of Mean 
DF Squares Square F Value Pr > F 

19 3.042129E13 1.60112E12 365.11 < . 0 0 0 1  
1525 6.687531E12 4385266081 
1544 3.710882613 

66221  R-Suuare 0.8198 
222595 Ad] '3-Sq 0.8175 

29.74965 

Parameter Estrmaces 

Parameter Scancard 
E s t n a t e  Eiror t Value Pr > it1 

-23772 7335.54442 -3.24 0.0012 
9195.73844 6a:3.9c879 1.35 0 . 1 7 7 4  

21473 '04C.00509 3.12 0.0018 
18!!8 6 8 9 0 . 8 7 8 6 3  2.63 0 0006 
11786 6815.41039 1 . 7 3  0.0840 
133a4 69C0.62105 1 . 3 0  0.0581 
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l e t  1 1 . 6 4 3 2 6  0 . 3 0 0 0 1  5.48 <.0001 
. P t 2  - 0 . c 0 c 0 c 1 0 5  0 . 0 0 0 0 0 1 7 2  - 0 . 6 1  0 . 5 4 1 3  . . ~ ~  
c r  1 0 . 5 2 2 7 2  0 .67769  0 . 7 7  0 . 4 3 9 8  
c f 2  1 O.CC002855 0 .30001333  2 . 1 5  0 . 0 3 1 8  
5eq 1 0 . 7 6 4 7 7  0 . 5 3 1 3 9  1 . 4 4  0 . 1 5 0 3  
src2 - 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 6 8 3  J .  30001599 -1 .05  0 . 2 9 2 7  ~~ ~ 

C Y  4 . 4 7 9 4 9  0 . 5 1 9 9 1  8 . 6 2  <.0001 
C"2 1 - 0 . 3 o c c 5 3 9 4  0 . 3 0 3 0 0 8 8 7  - 6 . 0 8  <.OOOL 

1 2 . 4 6 5 E 6  1 3 . 5 5 0 1 4  0 . 8 5  0 . 3 9 5 0  
3 . 0 0 0 2 8 1 5 4  3 . 3 3 7 1 7  0 . 0 4  0 . 9 6 8 7  

Spr 

lE.40600 1 . 2 1 4 5 2  1 5 . 1 5  < .  000: 
-C .30015729  0 . 3 3 0 3 3 7 0 8  - 4 . 2 4  < .  300: 

z e n s  - 3 1 3 . 1 3 6 3 6  42 . '1911 -7 .34  < . 3 0 0 L  
'ens; 3 . 3 4 9 1 0  3 . 0 8 0 0 9  4 . 3 6  < . 3 0 0 1  
TCc SA5 5 y s r e n  

3 e  235 ?rcceccre 
i!oac:: 'ICCEI.1 
:esencenr ' i a r l a b i e :  z e l r  

i-"" 5;stent C=vi:;arce 3 :  E s c r n a t e s  

d 5 r . a z  i i I 2  r erce? t .. d w  dr df 

- -  ... t z r c e ? t  44490015 .376  - 2 3 6 2 2 5 5 8 . 4 4  - 3 1 6 7 6 1 L 9 . 4 6  - 3 0 6 1 6 5 8 4 . 0 5  - 2 9 7 1 6 7 8 7 . 7 9  

^ L  

3t -29622558 .44  47526951 .009  3 1 8 6 1 1 2 4 . 2 3 7  29393629 .652  29073765 .75 :  
U'd - 3 1 6 7 6 1 1 3 . 4 6  3:861124.237 4 9 6 2 8 1 8 9 . 5 7 3  31095408.304 2 9 6 3 2 9 7 5 . 7 8 9  
c: - 3 0 6 1 6 5 8 4 . 9 5  29393629 .652  3 1 0 9 5 4 0 8 . 3 0 4  46118874 .539  29834894 .331  
d f  - 2 9 7 1 6 7 9 7 . 7 9  23073765 .751  2 9 8 3 2 3 7 5 . 7 8 9  2 9 8 3 4 8 9 4 . 3 3 1  43624624 .378  
,: s - 3 1 3 2 6 1 4 2 . 5 3  2 9 0 9 7 7 8 0 . 4 5 5  1 0 5 6 4 3 1 4 . 7 5 7  30289255 .006  2 9 5 3 6 9 6 0 . 6 4 1  
let -458 .8925464  :71 .384493;3  5 9 3 . 0 4 8 1 3 2 9 5  518 .30037389  312 .00237673  
:et2 0 .0034872709  -0 .001470284  - 0 . 0 0 3 1 6 5 3 6 3  -0 .002729628  -0 .001817123  
.-C _ _  84 .412598037  - 1 0 4 . 9 8 6 0 2 5 8  -313 .4617346  -338 .5602204  -114 .6812246  
cf2 -0 .00228!255 0 , 0 0 3 4 6 6 9 7 2 4  0 . 0 0 3 7 7 3 0 3 4 3  0 . 0 0 4 3 1 1 3 8 4 5  0 .002820558  
s e q  6 3 6 . 3 5 8 9 2 6 8 9  -1232 .046952  -1250 .320413  - 3 8 6 . 9 1 9 0 5 7 1  -260 .9539214  
s e q 2  - 0 . 0 1 0 7 7 1 8 9 3  0 . 0 2 4 4 1 0 2 0 9 6  0 .0234691358  0 . 0 0 7 8 1 4 1 5 4 1  0 .0021955802  

c v 2  3 . 0 0 8 2 6 3 1 1 4 6  0 . 0 0 0 2 7 1 7 5 8 1  - 0 . 0 0 0 5 1 4 8 1 1  -0 .001316615  -0 .002430184 
SOT 1451 .0711154  8085 .9342062  10453 .028684  1 7 5 6 8 . 4 4 1 3 3 1  11766 .064874  

C Y  - 6 5 4 . 2 0 8 5 5 7 5  108 .06674585  7 i . 8 3 2 6 2 4 ~ 3 5  94 .262124222  1 6 8 . 5 2 6 1 2 2 0 7  

s p r 2  - 3 . 4 3 8 0 1 4 5 4 9  2 . 5 9 5 9 2 8 1 8 8 6  0 . 1 4 0 7 5 0 7 5 9 1  - 0 . 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 9 5  1 , 3 6 9 0 6 5 4 0 6 3  
d p  - 2 6 9 6 . 3 4 8 7 9 9  - 5 7 9 . 1 5 7 7 5 9  - 1 5 1 1 . 9 2 2 6 8 2  -1877 .67345  - 1 2 0 8 , 7 9 5 1 2 3  
dp 2 0 . 1 4 7 0 7 6 1 5 6 1  0 .0124430481  3 . 0 2 6 1 1 6 4 8 3 1  0 . 0 2 3 1 7 3 1 0 2 1  0 .0127455292  
d e n s  38523 .346408  1557 .6087738  -22341 .5516  -15247 .01439  -12490 .75887  
d e n s 2  - 7 1 . 9 3 2 8 9 0 1 3  - 5 , 5 5 4 7 8 0 4 7  3 4 , 0 9 1 1 0 9 2 7  23 .403555972  2 0 , 5 8 5 5 3 9 4 3 8  

C o n s i s t e n t  C o v a r i a n c e  o f  Est imates  

V a r i a b l e  d s  ;et l e t 2  cf Cf2  

I n t e r c e p t  - 3 1 3 2 6 1 4 2 . 5 3  -458 .8925464  0 . 0 0 3 4 8 7 2 7 0 9  6 4 . 4 1 2 5 9 8 0 3 7  - 0 . 0 0 2 2 8 1 2 5 5  
d t  2 9 0 9 7 7 e 0 . 4 j 5  1 ? 1 . 3 8 4 4 9 3 ; 3  -0 .001470284  - 1 0 4 . 9 8 6 0 2 5 8  0 .0034669724 
dw 30564814 .757  5 9 8 . 0 4 8 1 0 2 8 5  - 0 . 0 0 3 1 6 5 3 6 3  - 3 1 3 . 4 6 1 7 3 4 6  0 . 0 0 3 7 7 3 0 9 4 3  
d r  30289255 .006  5 1 9 . 3 0 0 3 7 3 6 9  -0 .002729828  -338 .5602204  0 , 0 0 4 3 1 1 9 8 4 5  
d f  
d s  

2 9 5 3 6 9 6 3 . 6 4 1  3 1 2 . 0 0 2 3 7 6 7 3  - 0 . 0 0 1 8 1 7 1 2 3  - 1 1 4 , 6 8 1 2 2 4 6  0 .002820558 
4 6 3 7 9 7 2 4 . 9 8 6  446 .09856502  - 0 . 0 0 2 2 7 6 2 5 5  - 3 8 1 . 0 3 9 1 8 4 3  0.007823:176 

let 446 .09856532  O.::C?OO2484 -5 .1709768-7  -0 .111419522  1 .3611217E-6  
le-.> - 0 . 0 0 2 2 7 3 2 5 5  -5 .570976E-7  4 .009649E-12 5 .4820866-7  -9 .87976E-12 
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5.482088E-7 0.59‘2687802 -0.00001116 
~~ 

Cf2 O.?OJ82311?6 
seq -333,1880915 
seq2 C.306C241225 
^.I _. 611.78301385 
” i i  ., -0.009407622 
sc: 6389.8564077 
spr: 1.5717913432 

ID: C.Sll0142165 
-26772.92715 

33 - 1 1 6 6 . 6 0 6 5 5 6  

1.36112173-6 
-0.016622141 
1.5433’29E-7 
-0.014~6637: 
1.31187351-’ 
-0.327135;97 
3.0002820157 
-0.192503369 
2.3518692E-6 
-2.304214305 

-3.87976E-12 -0.00001116 2.7443436-10 
:.1449758€-7 -0,046091644 6.6782092E-7 
-1.01489E-12 5.7232132E-7 -7.5251:E-i2 
-3.027499E-8 -0.094886361 2.01055566-5 
8.1969646-13 1.4665905E-6 -2.8322E-11 
4.33702636-6 -0.156655505 -2.570373-6 
-4.564897E-9 0.303054867 -1.529218-10 
7.3303199E-7 -0,13946863 5.0120358E-5 
-1.36999E-11 6.6733046E-6 -2.103518-10 
0.3000102236 -0.060859016 0.000063738 

.- _. -!232.346352 0.0244102096 103.266’4585 0.0002717581 
“ -:250.3:34:3 0.0234691958 ’!.93:624835 -0.000514811 

6.6782092E-7 
3.341488229 

-6.2758966-6 
0.30386:6958 
-1.8644656-7 
3.2440752426 
0.0000741623 
-3.031 156CC5 
3.37851086-7 
0.0664585322 
O.OC1C46C494 

-7.52511E-12 
-6.275896E-6 
1.729785E-10 
-7.34447lE-7 
1.388425E-11 
-0.000012544 
-1.98413-11 
1.594634E-5 

-4.675582-1: 
0.0000201237 
-4.9558562-3 

C o r . s i s t e n t  Covar :  

Y a  r I a5  I e spr2 dQ 

I r.: 7 ;e pt -9.4380?4549 -2696.34E799 
e: 2.59592E18E5 -573.157753 
C W  C.:407507591 -1511.322€22 
d: 
d f  

2.0:355566-6 -2.8322E-11 
0.0308616958 -1.864465E-7 
-7.344471E-7 1.388425E-11 
0.4267065018 -6.873503E-6 
-6.873503E-6 1.39806E-10 
-2 C4:628807 0.0000242433 
: PC:C65247: -1.658905:-3 
3.::91121388 -4.319942E-7 
-1.7235556-6 -7.13069E-12 
-6.213749975 0.0000473773 
C.3128302496 -1.24914E-7 

. a x e  of  Estimates 

dp2 dens 

0.1470761581 38523.346408 
0.0124430481 1557.6087738 
0.0261164831 -22341.5516 
0.0291731021 -15247.01439 
0.0123455292 -12490.75887 

C i 2  

-5.320385E-8 

s F r  

1451.0711154 
8085.9342062 
1 0 4 5 3 . 0 2 8 6 8 4  
17568.441331 
11766.064874 
6389.9564077 
-0.327185197 
4.37702636-6 
-0,456655505 
-2.570376-6 
0.2440752426 
-0.000012544 
-2.04162E837 
O.CCCC242438 
221.76901363 
-C.37338609$ 
-8,874312325 
c .  ooc22le291 
12.262914009 
-0.036162351 

dens2 

-71.93289013 
-5.55478047 
34.09110927 
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ds 1 .5717913432  -1166 .606556  
:et 3 , 3 0 0 2 8 2 0 1 5 7  - 0 . 1 3 2 8 0 3 3 6 9  
1 e r 2  -4 .564897E-9  7 . 0 9 0 3 1 9 9 8 - 7  
cf 0 . 3 0 0 0 5 4 8 6 7  -0 .13946863 
cf2 - 1 . 5 2 9 2 1 E - 1 0  5 .0120958E-6  
584 3 .0C00741623  - 0 . 0 3 1 1 5 6 0 0 5  
X q 2  -7 .9841E-11  1.534634:-6 
C 7  C.CO10652471 0 .1191121388  
T h e  SA5 System 

?he 3E'Z ?roceau:e 
Model: X O D E L 1  
cependenr V a r i a b l e :  del: 

C o n 3 : s t e n t  c a v a r ~  

'Ja:iaO:e s p r 2  dP 

7 2  -1 .658905E-3  -4 .3139426-7  
sc: - 0 . 0 7 m 6 0 9 9  -3 .874312325  
5f:Z 3 . 0 0 0 0 4 5 6 0 5 3  3 . 3 0 3 4 2 0 1 9 4 3  _- -I 0 . 0 0 3 < 2 3 1 3 4 3  2 , 2 2 0 7 6 7 4 9 7 9  
_I ."i -1 .243232E-7  -0.OCOO75251 
3ers -0 .502335529  - 6 . 7 2 4 7 6 3 8 3 2  
3er.s2 3 . 5 3 0 3 2 3 7 4 1 8  0 . 0 1 4 4 3 9 9 8 2 6  
The S A S  Sys:em 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MOCELi 
DependecL Variable: d e ; ?  

Source 

Model 
Error 
Cor rec t ed  Total 

Root XSE 
Dependent Mean 
Coeff Var 

Variable DF 

I c t e rcep :  1 
d W  1 
dr 1 
ier:  1 
l e t 2  1 
cf 1 

0 .0110142165  -26772 .02715  46 .018378358  
2 .95186926-6  - 2 , 0 0 4 2 1 4 3 0 8  0 , 0 0 3 2 6 6 6 8  
-1 .36999E-11 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 0 4 2 3 6  -1 .856734E-8  
6 .6733046E-6  -0 .060853016 -0 .001491719  
-2 .10354E-10 0 . 0 0 0 0 6 3 7 3 8  -5 .420385E-8  
3 .3785108E-7  0 . 0 6 6 4 3 8 5 3 2 2  0 .0010460434  
-4 .67558E-11  0 . 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 2 8 7  -4 .955856E-8  
-1 .723555E-6  -5 .213749975  0 . 0 1 2 8 3 0 2 4 9 6  

.ai.ce o f  Estimates 

dP2 cens  den52 

-7 .13069E-12 0 .0000473773  -1 .24914E-7  
3 . 3 0 0 2 2 1 3 2 9 1  1 2 . 2 6 2 9 1 4 0 0 9  -0 ,036162351  
- : .243202E-7 - 0 . 0 0 2 3 9 5 5 2 3  0 . 0 0 0 0 2 8 7 4 i 8  
-0 .300375254  - 6 . 7 2 4 7 6 3 8 3 2  0 .0144394526  
1 . 3 4 6 3 6 3 5 2 - 3  0 , 0 0 0 2 5 4 6 3 7 2  -7 .3952428-7  
5.30325463'2 ; 3 6 5 . 9 4 6 2 8 9  -2 .329203939  
-7 .195242E-7  - 2 , 3 2 9 2 0 3 9 9 9  0 .0044489895  

Analysis cf 'Var;aEce 

S"7 of  Mean 
DF Squares Square 

1 6  3 .04C365613  1 .900228E12  
1 5 2 8  6 .705164612  4388196250 
1 5 4 4  3 . 7 1 0 8 9 2 E i 3  

6 6 2 4 3  R - S m d r e  0 . 8 1 9 3  
222595  Ad] S-Sq 0 .8174  

2 9 . 7 5 9 5 9  

Parameter Zstxnares 

Parameter Srdndard 
El t l n a  te Error t Value 

- I 3 9 9 4  5253.91800 - 2 . 6 7  
12090  1 5 7 9 . 1 6 7 6 9  2 . 5 8  

a 2 8 0 . 2 5 9 4 3  4565 .18409  1 . 8 1  
> .  58538 3 . 2 9 8 5 1  5 . 3 1  

- 9 . 2 4 5 5 l E - 7  0 .33003172  - 0 . 5 4  
C.5C984 0 . 6 7 6 4 5  0 . 7 5  

F Value Pr > F 

4 3 3 . 0 3  < . 0 0 0 1  

Pr > I t 1  

0 . 0 0 7 8  
0 . 0 0 9 3  
0 . 0 6 9 9  
< . 0 0 0 1  
0 . 5 9 1 0  
0 . 4 5 1 1  



2134 

C f Z  
seq 1 
seq2 1 
C 7  1 
c v 2  1 
sp: 1 
s o r 2  1 
'2 p 1 
cc 2 I 
der.5 1 
der. s 2 
The S S S  System 

0 . 0 0 0 0 2 9 6 1  
0 . 7 8 7 5 8  

-0 .000 '31707 
4 . 4 0 1 7 6  

-0 .00005298  
1 1 . 5 6 3 1 3  

O.COO13452 
1 8 . 6 9 6 7 8  

- 0 . 0 0 3 1 6 1 3 0  
- 3 1 2 . 2 5 0 5 6  

3 . 3 4 6 3 7  

io": YSE 
3ependen: Mean 
Cceff '7ar 

V a r i a b l e  DE 

:ncerce?: 
du 
l e t  1 
let2 1 
cf 
C f 2  
seq 1 
seq2 1 
CV 1 
cv2 1 
sPr 1 
3pr2 1 
I P  1 
dp2 1 
dens : 
dens2 1 
The S A 5  System 

0.00001331 
0 .52168  

0 .00001586  
3 . 5 1 3 4 3  

o.oocoo881 
1 4 . 6 0 8 5 5  

0 . 0 0 7 1 6  
: . 2 0 4 2 3  

0 . 3 0 0 0 3 7 0 3  
4 2 . 7 2 5 3 5  

3 . 3 8 0 1 1  

Analysis of 'Jarlance 

s u m  3 f  
3F squares 

2 . 2 2  0 . 0 2 6 3  
1 . 5 1  0 . 1 3 1 3  

- 1 . 0 8  0 . 2 8 2 1  
8 . 5 7  < . 0 0 0 1  

- 6 . 0 1  <.0001 
0 . 7 9  0 . 4 2 8 8  
0. 'I2 0 . 9 8 5 0  

1 5 . 5 3  < .  0 0 0 1  
- 4 . 3 6  < .  0001 
- 7 . 3 1  < . 0 0 0 1  

4 . 3 2  < .  0 0 0 1  

Mean 
Square F Value P r  > F 

15 3.3389225:3 2 .525948E12  
1 5 2 9  6.7196E12 4334767964 
1544 3.710882E;3 

66293  R-Square 3 . 8 1 8 9  
222595  Ad: ~ X - S q  3 .  a171 

2 9 . 7 8 1 8 7  

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter Standard 
Estimate Error t Value 

-12187 
10034  

1 . 5 1 8 6 2  
-7 .21195E-7  

0 . 5 9 3 6 9  
0 . 0 0 0 0 2 8 8 4  

0 . 7 5 5 4 5  
- 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 6 6 0  

4 . 4 6 0 3 5  
-0 .00005362  

1 0 . 1 9 3 9 5  
0 . 0 0 0 4 3 9 9 6  

18.88045 
- 0 . 0 0 0 1 6 3 3 0  

- 3 1 1 , 0 3 6 2 6  
0 . 3 4 4 1 4  

5159.26314 
4543.24596 

3 . 2 9 6 4 5  
0 .00000172  

0 . 6 7 5 3 1  
0 .00001332  

0 .52177 
O.OCC01587 

0 . 5 1 2 8 0  

1 4 . 5 9 9 9 5  
0 . 0 0 7 1 7  
1 . 2 0 0 8 6  

0 . 0 0 0 0 3 7 0 4  
4 2 . 7 5 2 0 8  

0 . 0 8 0 1 6  

o.oooooaa1 

- 2 . 3 6  
2 . 2 1  
5 . 1 2  

- 0 . 4 2  
0 .88  
2 . 1 7  
1 .45  

- 1 . 0 5  

- 6 . 0 9  
0 . 7 0  
0 . 0 6  

1 5 . 7 2  
- 4 . 4 1  
- 7 . 2 9  

4 . 2 9  

8 . 7 0  

4 6 0 . 9 9  < . 0 0 0 1  

Pr > It1 

0 . 0 1 8 3  
0 . 0 2 7 3  
< .  0001 
0 . 6 7 4 7  
0 . 3 7 9 5  
0 . 0 3 0 5  
0 . 1 4 7 9  
0 . 2 9 5 9  
< . 0 0 0 1  
< .  0001 
0.4851 
0 . 9 5 1 1  
< .  0001 
< .  0001  
< .  0001 
< . 0 0 0 1  

let2 
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1 voDEL1 P A W S  de!t 6 6 2 9 3 . 0 5  - 1 2 1 8 6 . 5 1  1 0 0 3 4 . 4 2  1 . 5 1 8 6 2  - . 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 2 1  

3bs cf c?2 seq seq2 CY cv2 spr 

1 0 . 5 9 > 6 9  . 0 0 0 0 2 3 8 4 0  0 . 7 5 5 4 5  - . 0 0 0 0 1 6 5 9 6  4 . 4 6 0 3 5  - . 0 0 0 0 5 3 6 2 3  1 0 . 1 3 4 0  

;bs s p r 2  =P ap2 dens dens2 delt 

1 , 3 0 0 4 3 9 9 5 9  1 8 . 5 8 0 5  - . 0 0 0 1 6 3 2 9 9  - 3 1 1 . 0 3 6  0 . 3 4 4 1 4  -1 
The S A S  System 

lbs mdeit p d e l t  eiasl elas? elass 

2 2 2 5 3 5 . 3 4  2 2 1 2 5 2 . 4 0  3 . 2 3 9 7 3  0 . C 6 7 9 . 5 6  0 . 0 1 0 1 8 0  

C S S  ?-a522 e l a s p  elasd elascns 

3 , 3 3 9 2 : :  3 . 3 l : 7 5 2  3 . 6 7 5 3 3  - 0 , 3 8 4 6 0 9  
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G.5 CROSS SECTIONAL RESULTS 

Regular Delivery Equation 

T h e  'IEANS ?rocedure 

V a Z l a b l e  N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum 

d e l :  : 4 5  237i791.76 1667778.20 90014.00 8541728.00 
le: 145 383670.94 265551.35 1:526.00 1600952.00 

, 'f;'iii:lf';i;:fffff:ffffff:fffffffff:~filf~fff:ffffffffffffffffff~fffff~fff:ff I ,  

zf 145 125722.54 98013.21 
s e q  145 37595.70 42462.75 

3i91.00 521439.00 
0 241801.00 

_.  -.. :4: 52950.42 63726.66 0 464763.75 
s p r  i d 5  3377.23 2111.41 4.3000300 22853.00 
:P 145 103322.59 63409.91 4 2 0 8 . 0 0  315359.00 
d e l 8  1 4 5  72.:448977 lC6.1522279 0.4480750 664.2940039 

~ . ~ ~ . . .  
, , , . . . . , , . .  . . . .___.. . .  f~~f~~~f~y~~'~:~j~~:~';f~~:~iff~f:ffff::jf~f~~~~ifffffff'fffffffifff 

aoot MSS 
Dependent Mean 
C o e f :  Var 

Analysis of Variance 

s m  Of Mean 
DF Squares Square 7 Value Pr > F 

14 3.404136E14 2.431526E13 52.58 <.a001 
130 6.012006213 4.624 62E11 
144 4.005337E14 

680046 a - S w a r e  0.8499 
2371792 Ad; R-Sq 0.8331 

28.67223 

Parameter EsCinates 

Parameter Standard 
Estimate Error t Value Pr > It1 

-87861 
1.53064 

6.668108E-7 
-0,88190 

0.00000601 

-3.00000298 
5.12614 

44.74898 

0.04393 

-o.oooooez2 

171390 
2.18334 

C.00000144 
3.77571 

0.00000694 
4 . 2 8 5 1 5  

0.00002029 
2.32002 

0 .00000620  
72.80243 

-0.51 
0.10 
0 . 4 6  

- 0 . 2 3  
0.87 
0.01 

-0.15 
2.21 

- 1 . 3 3  
0.61 

0.6091 
0.4845 
0.6436 
0.8151 
0.3881 
0.3918 
0.8834 
0.0289 
0.1871 
0.5399 
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spr2 ! - 0 . 0 0 2 3 6  0 . 0 0 4 5 7  -0 .52  0 . 6 0 6 5  
! 1 8 . 3 2 7 7 2  4 . 3 3 7 1 4  3 . 7 1  0 . 0 0 0 3  

- 0 . 0 0 0 0 2 3 2 5  0 .30001305  -1 .78  0 . 0 7 7 1  
C? 
"p2 
dens 1 - 2 8 9 2 . 4 3 7 6 3  1 5 5 4 . 5 3 6 3 6  - 1 . 8 6  0 . 0 6 5 1  
dens2 i 3 . 0 9 6 0 2  2 . 9 0 5 2 0  i . 0 7  0 . 2 8 8 5  

3 5 s  _MC3ZL_ - TYPE - -  DEPVAR- - RMSE- I E te rcept let let2 

! HCD3L: PARMS del: 6 8 0 0 4 5 . 6 1  -87861 .47  1 .53064  .000000667 

3bS Cf - L ?  "-- seq seq2 C'J cvz spr 

1 -3,35i?C .0030060!? 1 . 0 4 3 9 9 1  - . 0 0 0 0 0 2 9 8 2  5 .12614  -.OOOC08224 4 4 . 7 4 3 0  

3b5 sp:; dp dp2 dens dens2 delr 

! - . ? C 2 3 5 7 4 9 7  ! 3 . ? 2 ' 7  -.0COCi:253 - 2 8 9 2 . 1 4  3 . 3 9 6 0 2  -1 

- _ _  i 5 ndell >Celt e l a s 1  slasf e l a s s  

-~ ;>7!:3:.76 2 4 2 4 4 1 i . 3 0  0 . 3 2 3 2 3  3 . 3 3 2 6 6 0  - .002794806  

3 k S  elasc elasp elasd elasdns 

0 . 0 9 2 9 3 7  0 , 0 4 2 6 4 7  0.56 '20  - 3 . 3 7 2 7 7 9  

P/A Delivery Equation 

The MEANS Procedure 

Variable N Mean Std Dev Minimum Maximum 
fffffffffffifffffffffffff~ffffffffffffffiff~fffffffffffffffffffff~fffffffffffff 
oadelt 1 5 3  1 8 8 0 6 5 . 9 7  :49418 .51  2 4 7 2 . 0 0  811565.00 
pc 1 153 1 4 1 5 . 9 8  1 2 3 6 . 9 9  0 6977.00 
act i 5 3  5 9 7 . 7 3 2 0 2 6 1  5 0 3 . 8 6 1 5 7 5 2  1 6 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  3 4 2 4 . 0 0  
d p  1 5 3  8 4 0 8 2 . 0 1  5 5 2 5 2 . 7 0  0 324403 .00  
ffffifffffiffffffffffff~ffffffffff~fff~~fffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffffff 

The i(EG Procedure 
Model MODEL! 
Dependent Variable: padel: 

Analysis of Variance 

sm of Mean 
Source  DF Squares  Square F Value Pr > E 

Mcaei 
E r r o r  

9 2 . 7 1 9 2 2 E 1 2  3 . 3 2 i 3 5 5 E 1 1  6 3 . 8 1  < . O O O ;  
: 4 3  6 .7734?6E11  4734556328 

Ccrrected Total i 5 2  3 .396261E12  
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68808 R-Square 0.8007 k 0 i  MSE 
Deper.dene Hean 
. -e : :  ' Jar  -" :E8066 Ad: R - S q  0.7881 

36.58722 

Parameter E s z m a t e s  

?ararneter 5tandard 
i s  tima t e  Err01 t Value P r  > i t '  

-327.Cl572 15807 -0.02 0.9835 
3 8 .  6 0 3 1 1  1 5 . 1 ? 9 7 1  2.55 3.0118 
-Q. CO419 3.00431 -0.97 3.3319 
-2.59871 45.42213 -0.06 3.3545 
3.00389 c.c:-31 0.22 3 .  8224 
1.ji006 c .  433c7 3.58 0.000s 

-3.30000909 0.20ccci:4 -4.25 < .  0001 
-3.21241 3, : : - t :  - 0 . 7 3  0.4652 

:. 100:3:6: ?.200:64C7 1.11 0.1601 
1.30125 3 .  :0'35;;8 3 . 1 8  0.0018 

s o a c e l t  . .  e i a s p  e;asa e i a s d  

. ? B i 6 5 . ? 7  15:456.17 0.28472 9.27818 3.48239 

G.6 WEIGHTED REGRESSIONS 

Weiqhted By Number of Routes 
TCe SA5 Syszern 

T h e  USASS Procedure 

V a r i a b l e  N Mean Sfd 3ev Minimum Maximum 
: ~ f f ! f f f : f i f f f f f f f f f f f i ; ! i ' l f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f  
dcii 1545 222595.34 155029.73 2711.00 843493.00 

1545 36007.95 2 6 6 6 5 . 4 1  425.0000000 212665.00 
1545 1.799.20 
1545 3528.40 

9984.98 103.0000000 61573.00 
6333.38 0 67595.00 

c '4 1545 4969.46 6375.64 0 88201.00 
sp: I 5 4 5  373.2679612 326.3759862 0 3470.00 
5p 1545 9462.31 5317.34 196.0000000 34378 .OO 
cer.5 1545 71.4975563 105.9993942 0.4480750 738.8297872 
,_ , , ,  ' ~ " ' ~ ' " ~ " " ' f " " ' f f f  , , l _ , , i l ,  ,,,_, i f i i f f f f f : f f i i ! ! f i i : f : f i f i f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ~  
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s p r 2  1 0 . 0 0 0 3 6 7 7 7  0 . 0 0 5 9 3  0 .06  0 . 9 5 0 6  0.:4434 
2 5 . 5 4 6 1 7  : .48445 l i . 2 1  <.0001 0 . 0 4 8 4 6  

do2 1 - 0 . 0 0 0 3 2 1 6 7  0 .30004104 - 7 . 8 4  <.0001 0 . 0 5 9 6 1  
dp 

dens 1 - 5 1 9 . 2 5 5 1 5  6;. 74301 - 8 . 4 1  < .  0001 0 . 1 0 7 3 5  
d e n s ?  1 0 . 5 6 9 4 2  0 . 1 2 5 2 5  4 . 5 5  < .  3001 0 . 1 1 4 4 6  

1 6 . 3 2 8 0 2  
2 5 . 5 3 6 1 3  

90913136 .326  
2 2 1 . 3 5 6 5 2 4 8 8  
0 . 3 0 1 3 3 6 2 9 1 6  

- 2 3 3 6 . 6 6 4 7 6  
3 .3445871556  
4 4 5 . 2 7 9 7 0 5 9 3  
0 . 0 0 7 0 9 7 4 4 4 4  
- i 6 3 3 . ? 8 8 5 2 7  
0 . 0 2 1 6 2 7 1 0 3 3  
- 3 8 0 7 . 5 4 2 1 6 4  
- 8 . 3 7 6 1 9 2 8 1 3  
- i 3 5 1 4 . 0 6 5 8 9  
0 . 4 4 0 0 2 7 9 1 2 6  

5 1 5 5 8 . 3 8 1 9 1  
-100 .8524164  

22:. 05652488 
0 . i 4 9 5 2 5 2 7 0 5  
-6.204948E-7 
-0 .134422627  
2 .4855198E-6  
- 0 . 0 0 4 3 8 6 7 1 8  
-4 .894217E-8  
- 0 . 0 7 3 7 0 1 7 0 6  
7 .8502615E-7  
0 . 3 4 8 3 3 3 3 1 2 9  
-0.3G0099C59 
-0 .282910677  
3 .9026916E-6  
-3 .842315434  
0 . 0 0 4 8 9 5 2 9 0 9  

0 .0013362916  
-6.204948E-7 
3 .397018E-12 

8 .558171E-7  
-1 .41491E-11 
8 .2516056E-8  
2 .5779266-13  
1 .87505646-7  
-1 .69536E-12 
-6 .063457E-7  
-1 .4067476-9  
7 .4950939E-7  
-6 .88841E-12 
0.0000113388 
-1 .7489316-8  

- 2 3 3 6 . 6 6 4 7 6  
-0 ,194422627  

8 .558171E-7  
1 . 0 4 7 3 6 8 0 1 7 5  
-0.000013366 
-0 .136175637  
1 .9672186E-6  
- 0 . 0 3 3 9 3 7 2 4 3  
9 .3425868E-7  
-0 .475626647  
-0 .000023092 
0 . 0 2 5 6 4 7 5 6 3 2  
2 .44521196-6  
-5 .101456527  
0 .0078029365  

0 . 0 4 4 5 8 7 1 5 5 6  
2 , 4 8 5 5 1 9 8 8 - 6  
-1 .41491E-11 
-0 .000018366 
3 .882062E-10 
2 .3012811E-6  
-3 .244678-11  
1 .4064785E-6  
-2 .54112E-11 

-8 .16852E-6  
3 .6394145E-9  
1 .1181307E-6  
-9 .76583E-11 
0 .0002135294  
-2 .802439E-7  

Consistent Covariance of Es t ima tes  

Variaaie seq seq2 cv cv2 spr 

I n t e r c e p t  
:e? 
iev2 

C i :  

5el 
seqi 

c72 
5p: 

,-- 
L A  

C'7 

4 4 5 . 2 7 9 7 3 5 9 3  0 . 0 0 7 0 9 7 4 4 4 4  
- 0 . 0 0 4 3 8 6 7 1 8  -4 .894217E-8  
8 . 2 5 1 6 0 5 6 6 - 3  2 .577926E-13  
- 0 . 1 3 6 1 7 5 5 3 7  1 . 9 6 7 2 1 8 6 E - 6  
2 .3012911E-6  -3.24467E.:: 
0 .615632662:  -0 .000011613  
- 0 . Q 0 0 0 1 1 6 1 3  3 .4224676-10  
- 0 . 3 3 0 3 5 6 4 9 8  -7 .305067E-7  
3 .3512718E-8  1 .663961E-Ll  
0 . 9 1 4 4 7 1 0 9 7 4  - 0 . 0 0 0 0 2 6 1 3 5  

- :633.188527 
-0 .073701706  
1 .87505648-7  
- 0 . 0 3 3 9 3 7 2 4 3  
1 .40647858-6  
-0 .330956498  
-7 .305067E-7  
0 .7421656455  
-0.0000:0396 
-4 .092138246  

0.0216271038 
7 .8502615E-7  
-1 .635366-12  
9 .3425868E-7  
-2 .54112E-11  
3 .3512718E-8  
1 . 6 6 3 9 6 1 E - 1 1  
-0.000010396 
1 .94530>8-10  
0 . 0 0 0 0 4 3 8 1 1 9  

-3807.542764 
0 .3483333129  
-6 .063457E-7  
-0 .475626647  

-8 .16852E-6  
0 .8144710974  
-0.000026135 
-4 .092138246  
0 .0000438119  
2 8 0 . 2 2 0 5 5 6 8 5  
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sp r i  0.0030324757 -2.946698-10 0.0016811442 -2.061528-3 -0,072222673 
d? -3.:97264584 2.47364362-6 0.3278723998 -3.51G3212-6 -5.535335151 
op2 4.6256408E-6 -5.67244E-11 -5.231684E-6 5.353487E-11 0.0001758526 
aens 2,5662627493 -0.500029168 -3.187530872 0.0000813252 133.30647702 
dens2 3.3304545133 -3.6336213-3 3.3222617536 -2.5336852-7 -0,233715523 

r ~ n ~ ~ ~ c e n c  Covariance of Estima:es 

'lar : ab 1 e spr2 JF dp2 dens dens2 

:?.-terzept -3.376i92813 -13514.06589 0.44CO279126 51553.38151 -100.9524161 

,. 

.et -C.COC099053 -1.282913677 3.5026516E-i -3.342315434 0 . 0 0 4 8 9 5 2 5 0 9  
:et2 -1.1067i;X-3 7.4950939E-7 -6.8E341E-12 3.30301:?388 -i.743531E-I 
-~ .. -C.333023052 5.3256475632 ?.1452179E-5 -3.131456527 0.0073329365 

3 e ~ e r z e n :  ':ar:ao;e: de:: 

3;ZS:SKent C 3 V G r l a 2 c e  Jf 33:12at25 

' I  .a-.,l.e r _  :c 3Fr2  dp dp2 dens dens2 

_.- _ . L  3.53941452-5 ;.:181307E-6 -3.-6583E-11 0.0002135294 -2.802439E-7 
sec O.jCO3324'5' -0.197264584 4.5296438E-6 2.5662637453 0.3004545133 
seci -2.94669~-1i 2.47364362-5 -j.;:244~-?: -0.000028168 -3.680621~-8 
r" 0.23168;1442 0,3278723998 -5.231684E-6 -8.183330872 0.02226;7536 
C V i  -2.96192E-8 -3.514821E-6 5.35343,E-11 0.0000818252 -2 .5336856-7  

der.s -0.00054~77 -16.20217207 9.0002063823 4100.7158518 -6.816228572 
dens: 3 300C49375: 0.0286101306 -'.369453E-7 -6.816228572 0,012693614 

Obs mdelt pdelr elas: elasf elass 

1 222595.34 231369.43 3.25085 C.062154 .007559102 

Ob5 elas: e l a s p  elasd elasdns 

0.995537 0.017394 3.7958: -0 .13530 

-. -.?e S A S  System 

The !%At6  Procedure 

Variaoie N Mear. S t d  3ev Minimum Maximum 
: : : : : : ! i f f f f f f f f f f f : : i ; f i : f f f f f f i f : f l : f : l ~ f ~ f f f ~ ~ f f f ~ f ~ f f f ? f l f f l f f ~ f f f f f f f ~ ~ f f ~ f  

101197.00 pace1: 1 5 3 5  18352.66 1507i. 74 83.0000000 
DC I 1535 14C.971824: :33.8627136 1. ooaoooo 2044.00 . .~ 

545 .0000000  
dn :535 8179.28 5128.74 196.0000000 32526.00 
at: 1535 53. io87948 54.7023166 1 . ooaoooo  
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. .  

fffffffffifffi~ffffffiffi~ffffffff~ffffffif~ffiffffffff~fffffffffffff~fffff~ffffff 
The S i &  Systm 

The RZG 3rOCedu:e 
Model: MCDEL? 
Dependen: Variable: padelt 

wery9:: 21:s 

Analysis of Variance 

sum C f  ?lean 
503rce 3F Squares Square F Value Pr > T 

3 6.072415612 6.747127E11 3 7 6 . 1 5  < . 0 0 0 1  
17937~5783 1 - -  . > ~ 5  2.725478Eii 

12353 a-sccare 2.6894 

Parameter 
Va::ab;e DF Estlnate 

1 -2292.45925 

-0.00407 
1 31.78313 
1 -0,06848 
1 2.05700 
1 -0.00009554 
- -0.11228 
1 0.00172 

2 8 . 6 8 6 3 8  

Parameter Estimates 

Variance 
Variab:e DF 1nfla:ion 

Interceat 1 0 
pc : 1 14.35296 
?C;Z i 5.14225 
act 1 14.03359 
ac:2 1 8.34316 
dp 1 18.13752 
dp 2 1 22.7?44' 
pact I 13.5i204 
padp 23.60605 
The SAS Sy5rem 

The REG Procedure 
Xodel: MODEL1 

Parameter E5:ima:es 

Standard 
Error t Value Pr > It1 Tolerance 

1106.74538 -2.07 0.0385 
6.46050 4.44 < . 0 0 0 1  
0.10381 -1.28 0.2014 
15.21707 2.09 0.0369 
0.33442 -1.99 0.0468 
0.19729 10.43 <.0001 

0.00000771 -12.39 < . 0 0 0 1  
0.03795 - 4 . 5 4  < . 0 0 0 1  

0.00333057 4 . 5 2  <.0001 

0.06733 
0.19447 
0.01126 
0.11182 
0.05514 
0.04391 
0.05402 
0.04853 



Dependent V a r i a b l e :  p a d e l t  

P a r a n e t e r  E s t n a t e s  

Zarameter Standard 
VariaOir  O F  E5 L l a a  t e E r r o r  : Value P r  > t :  

acdp 3.311'4 o.coi25 3.33 < . 0 3 0 1  

Parameter Zsr imares  

Var-ance 
' J a r i a r l e  3F 1 n f  la: I c n  

aCZ: 3 3 . 6 5 1 8 C  -_  2 SA3 s;.s:e- 

:?.e ;E5 ?zocedcre 
Y C 3 e ; .  YODEL1 
:eceider, t  '?ar :able:  Face:: 

r_  - - r .s ;s tent  Cova::ance :f Z s t i n a t e s  

';a z 2 ab I e I2cerzec:  pc? pcl2 a c t  

: r . tercept  1405324.9534 1905.386506 -3.983647221 -2842.487875 
pc1 :905.C.865C6 53.969825956 -0.320316708 -37.26140808 
pc:: -,2.08?64722? -0.020316708 3.COOOi63268 0.0247351584 
iic: -2842.487875 -37.26140938 3.3247351584 253.83744311 
ac:? 2.7577445567 -0,030415993 - 0 . 0 0 0 0 6 5 3 3  -0,360325571 
dp -283.4949986 -1 .0082613i :  C.0001669851 -0.589800138 
dp2 0.5052299206 0.0000144137 -:.600833E-8 1.0220345E-6 
pacr  -20.85801014 -0.329054456 -0.000137665 -0,284654014 
pad? 0.:@04148396 -0.001857:95 1.3452597E-6 0.0037720523 
acdp 0.411419053 0.0060557 1.441621E-6 -0.005103068 

C o n s i s t e n t  Covariance of E s t i m a t e s  

v a r i a b l e  dP dP2 pac: padp 

i n t e r c e p r  -283.4949986 3.0052299206 -20.85801014 0.1804148396 - .,C- -1.008261311 0.0000144137 -0.029054456 -0.001857195 

21.43 

?Cl2 0.0001663851 -1.6CO833E-8 -0.000137665 1.3452597E-6 
ac: -0,589800138 :.0220345E-6 -0,284654014 0.0037720523 
ac:2 0.0028137425 2.1103759E-7 
1 D  0.0788944173 -1.2968428-6 
C p i  -1.296842E-6 9.227244E-li 
pac r  0.3070459053 1.8264162E-7 
pat? -0 ,000035639  -9 .32837E-10  
a m p  -0.000;68069 -1.093066E-8 
The SA5 Syscem 

Obs mpadelt  ppadel: e i a s p  

18352.66 1 9 8 5 5 . 3 6  0.2225: 

0.0015148884 
0.0370459053 
1.9264162E-7 
0.3031261351 
-0.000018764 
-S. 303070323 

e i a s a  

0.27976 

-4.136525E-6 
-0.000035639 
-9.32837E-10 
-0.000018764 
2.7915853E-7 
-2.5627676-8 

e l a s d  

0 . 5 8 4 4 5  

a c t 2  

2.7577445567 
-0.030415998 

- 0 . 0 0 0 0 6 5 3 3  
-0.360325571 
0.0021149182 
0,0028197425 
2.11037595-7 
0.0015148884 
-4.1365255-6 
-0.000068399 

acdp 

0.411419059 
0.0060557 

1.441621E-6 
-0.005103068 
-0.000068399 
-0.000168069 
-1.093066E-8 
-0.000070323 
-2.562767E-8 
4.27748236-6 
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Wezghted By One over Number of Routes  

T i e  S A S  System 

Tie Y E n N S  Frocedure 

*ar:aa-e N ?lean S t d  De" ?l i n imum Maximum ., 
,.....,.,, I : : : i 1 6  ' r  I f f i f f f f f i f f i ~ f ~ ~ f ~ ~ f f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f f f ~ f f ~ f ~ f f f f f ~ f f f f f f f f f f f f f  
= e . :  1545 222595.34 !55029.70 2111.00 813493.30 
- e :  1543 36007.95 26665.41 425.0000000 212663.33 

:345 11759.20 9994.99 103.0000000 61573.03 _ _  <os 1545 3523.40 5333.33 0 6 1 5 3 5 . 0 0  
1345 4969.46 6375.64 0 88201.00 

5CT : 545  373.2679612 326.3759862 0 3470.00 
-" _ _  ; 5 4 5  5462.31 5317.34 : 9 6 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  34378.00 
z e r s  1545 7 : . 4 9 7 5 5 6 3  105.3993942 0.4480750 738.8297872 

fiffffifffffff fffffffiffiffffffffii' f 

_ _  ._ 

,... .. 

:?.e RES ?roced;:e 
!4zze l :  M C X L 1  
-e;.-:.t!e?:.z . l a c .  i b l e :  : e : :  

;"e -2 ; . : .  :n.,7:rs 

i l n a i y s i s  :f Variance 

sum 3: Mean 
___._. -" . ~ - =  D' Sqi;ares Square F Value Pr  > ? 

uo-.e. 1 4  1.894?16ili 1.35294ElI 760.98 < . 0 0 0 1  
:::;r i530 2.723192E:? 177790325 
--*---. - - . . - - . e ~  Total 1544 2.166i35Ei2 
- 

a:=: YSE 13334 R-Square 0.3744 
Cepe-cert  Mean :1:91: Ad] R-Sq 0.3733 
z3e.i.i G a r  11.91467 

Parameter Est imates  

Par a m  cer Standard 
Error t Value P r  > I t 1  Tolerance  'Yarrabie 5F Est imate  

intercepr 1 817.41343 1929.34114 0.42 0.6719 
?e: 1 1.00333 0.27157 3.10 0.0002 0.03361 

1 O.OC000277 0.30323231 1.38 0.1693 0.03760 -e:- 

XfZ 1 0.00000450 0.33001447 0.31 0.7558 0.09826 

. -  
cf 1.84472 3.62 34 3 2 . 9 7  0.0030 0.05617 

seq 0.69746 0 . 4 5 6 4 6  1.53 0.1267 0.28832 
seqZ 1 -0.00000461 3 3ciOO:527 -0.30 0.7628 0.32479 
^., - 1  1 3 . 4 ~ 0 7  3.45633 7.56 < .  3001 0.16766 
E',? : -0.OCOO4236 2.3CCCC314 -5.21 < .  0001 0.19623 
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Variable DF Inflation 

inzerceo: 1 0 
le: 1 25.89840 
l e t 2  11.41554 
“ C  -_  17. 80202 
Ci2 1 10.17691 

- 3.46838 
3.07902 

seq 
sea2 
r.. 1 5.96442 
cvz 1 5.09608 
The S A 3  System 

T.?e 3% ProcedLre 
Model: XODEL1 
Cependent Variable: delt 

Parameter Zs:maz;es 

?araEe te r Standarc 
V i r l a C i C  3’ E 5 t  ;=ai e :--or . -- t ‘Jal.Je Pr > It! Tolerance 

5 3 1  4 . 7 5 3 3 5  14 .2i12- 0.33 0.7383 3.10;60 
5pr: 1 0.00218 0.00902 3.24 0.8092 3.17386 
w ; 16.00755 0.39101 16.I5 <.0001 0.04913 
=p: 1 -0.COOO8899 0.00003644 -2.44 0.3147 0.39723 
Gens 1 - 1 6 0 . 2 8 5 3 3  28.29634 -5.66 <.0001 0.11641 
3ensi 1 0 . 1 7 3 9 5  0.3463; 3.72 0.0002 0.:2:34 

Paiameter Esti.-aees 

Variance 
‘larrable DF Inflation 

1 9 . 8 4 2 3 0  
5.75169 

spr 
3pr2 
d? 1 20.35553 
dp2 1 10.28438 
dens 1 8.59C21 
dens2 1 8.24122 
The S A S  System 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable: delt 

Consistent Covariance of Estimates 

Variable Intercept let let2 Cf CfZ 

Ir.tercep: 1 3 4 8 7 0 0 . 6 8 4 5  23.257231385 0.5000540611 60.00018554 -0.002378883 
let 23.257231385 0.0745129174 -4.9605l2E-7 -0,066278688 1.0052548E-6 
let2 0.900354061: -4.9605126-7 1.372484E-12 4.0726222E-7 -1.01147E-11 
cf 60.000?8954 -0.066278688 4.0726222E-7 0,3618584834 -7.577516E-6 
Cf2 -0,002378883 1.00525ZEE-6 -1.3:1476-11 -7,5775168-6 Z.ZI8297E-10 
seq -1.36;22:583 -0.0:2272058 5.6890998E-E -0,02256539 2.0327398E-7 
s e q 2  - 0 . 0 0 3 6 4 4 8 0 2  1.5486858E-7 -1.lZ883E-12 3.3519759E-7 -1.72559E-12 
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CV -5.25639755 -0.00553286 -2.03059'75-8 -0.057043747 
cvi -0,000358512 4.2482692E-8 5.221703E-13 9.3207674E-7 
3"T 2295.6439068 -0.80314337 3.1259705E-6 -0,7985461 
- r -  
spr: -1.7:7:1977 0,0004932555 -7 .432252E-9  0,0003351623 
e7 -885.2567284 -0.129933276 '.3321709E-7 -0.120652382 ._ 
dbi 0,0431413269 3.13310218-6 -2.53781E-li 5.31264228-6 
dens -1655.160477 -1.151070973 3.2'38074E-6 -0,433951086 
oens i  -3.214465:il 0.001425836? -1.029876E-8 -0,000730375 

C3nsis:ent Covariance 2: fstimates 

., .a r :ac le  seq seq2 C7 cv2 

-1.261221583 
-C.S;iZi2053 

-3.329543895 
3.3209583678 

-0.300644802 
1.5496a58E-7 
- I . ~ z ~ E ~ E - ~ z  
3.35:97596-7 
-1.72559E-12 
-3.463036E-6 
i.1397978-iC 
-5.9311136-1 
>.0:1725-!1 
-:.3cco12332 
2.8575255E-5 
: . 1419957E-6  

-5 .62462-1 :  
0.0000147679 
-2.817836E-8 

-5.28639755 
-0.C0553286 
-2.03069lE-8 
-0.357043747 
8.1485275E-7 
3.3082758252 
-5.2311136-7 
3.2 5 3 9 9 8 5 < 9 3 
-4.'32437?-6 
-0.-51----< a:.,o9 
0.0006233345 
-0.024288579 
2.24534315-6 
-1.073916634 
9.302136a345 

-0.000058512 
4.3482632E-8 
5.221703E-13 
9.32016748-7 
-1.218775-11 

8.4485275E-7 
-1.21377E-11 
3.2593639E-6 
-3.573865E-9 
4.5063994E-6 
-2.OC219E-10 
0.0000392667 

SPT 

2285.6439068 
-0,80374337 
8.i259705E-6 

-0,7985461 
3.2593639E-6 

-1.365024E-7 0 . 3 1 0 3 0 3 7 8 1 4  
1.01172E-?l -0.000012332 

-4.782437E-6 
1.251442E-10 
3.OC00108587 
-1.271315E-8 
1.1736439E-6 
-5.74C39E-11 
-0.000010541 
3.6668404E-9 

C~r.sisrent Covariance of Estimates 

.. ,ariabie spr2 dP dp2 dens 

;ntercep: -1.71711377 -885.2567284 0.0431413269 -1655.160477 
lec 3.0004932555 -0,129933276 3.1331021E-6 -1.151070973 
let? -7.432252E-9 7.33217036-7 -2.5378iE-11 8.2738074E-6 
Cf 0.0003351623 -0.120652382 5.71264226-6 -0.433351086 
The SAS System 

The XEG Procedtire 
Mode;: YODEL1 
Dependent Varlable: del: 

Consistent Covarlarce of  Estimates 

Variable spr2 dP de2 dens 

-3.5738656-9 
-0.000014421 
2.89752555-9 
0 . 0 0 0 6 2 3 8 3 4 5  
-1.271315E-E 
-0.583938303 
0 . 0 3 0 0 6 9 7 9 4 8  
0 , 3 0 1 6 6 3 8 9 1 2  
-7,6433626-8 
3.30 6 6 94 7 C 5 2 

4.50639948-6 -2.00219E-10 0.0000392667 
-0,008743978 5.93575018-7 -0,328543895 
1.1419957E-6 -5.62468-11 0.0000147679 
-0.024288573 2.24534816-6 -1,073916634 
1.1736439E-6 -5.74039E-:? -0.000010541 
-4.06585986; 0 .0001011586  -14.14947596 
0.0016638912 -7.643362E-8 0.0066947052 
1.1749672396 -0.003346561 -0.283346572 
-0 .00004656 :  2.524907E-9 0.0000549471 
-0.283345572 0.0009549471 585.83507752 

-0.751551563 
0.0000108587 
183.75304454 
- 0 , 0 8 3 0 3 8 3 0 3  
-4.065859861 
0.0001011586 
-14.14947596 
0.0400546342 

dens2 

-0.014465721 
0.0014258369 
-1.029876E-6 
-0.000730375 

dens2 

-2.580671E-8 
0.0009580678 
-2.817836E-8 
0.0021068345 
3.6668404E-9 
0.0400546342 
-0.000014725 
0.0020853351 
-1.839273E-7 
-0.853289313 
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dens2 - ? . 3 3 0 0 1 4 7 2 5  0 . 0 0 2 0 8 5 3 3 5 1  -1 .839273E-7  - 0 . 8 5 3 2 8 9 3 1 9  0 . 0 0 1 4 0 7 5 7 2  

The “AS S y s r e m  

Obs mdelt pdelt eiasl e las :  elass 

1 2 2 2 5 9 5 . 2 4  2 : 6 2 4 3 . 2 9  3 . 2 0 0 3 4  0 .10645  0 . 0 1 3 8 5 0  

Ob5 elasc elasp e-asd elasdns 

1 2 2 i C C 2 3  3.01:023 3 . 6 2 6 7 7  - 0 . 0 4 4 7 7 2  

‘ Y e  UEil!;S ?=3ceall:e 

N xea r  Std 3ev 3inlmum Maximum 
f f f f f f : : f i : : : f f ~ f i f f f : : : : f f f f i f f f f f f f f f f f f f f : f ~ f  

:50;1.74 8 3 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  1 0 1 1 9 7 . 0 0  
l j j . 9 6 2 7 i 3 6  I .  coooaoo 2 0 4 4 . 3 0  

3 i i l  54.’023:6i, 1 . c 0 0 0 0 0 0  5 4 5 . 5  0 3 00 00 
1 3 6 . 3 0 0 0 0 0 0  3 2 9 2 6 . 0 0  

_. _ _ _  
_- 
-r 

: ‘ : f f f i f f i f f : i :  i’ffffffffff:f?fiffff:!f:j . . . .  .... . . .  

~ h . e  ?.EG ?zoce&J:e 
Uoclel: MOGELi 
Dependen: ‘Jariable: padel: 

Weigh:: invn::s 

Source 

Model 
Er:O: 
Corrected Total 

Root ESE 
Dependent Yean 
Coeff va: 

Variable 3: 

IntercepL : 
pcl 
pclz 1 
act 1 

A n a l y s i s  of Variacce 

5, If Mean 
3r Squares Square f Value Pr > f 

9 15600014162  173333490?  5 2 5 . 6 1  < .  0001  
1 5 2 5  502912C271 3297784  
1534  2 0 6 2 9 i 3 4 4 3 3  

1 8 1 5 . 9 8 O i 2  R-Square 0 .7562  
9 4 6 4 . 5 5 8 3 8  A c ]  R-Sq 0 . 7 5 2 8  

19.18716 

Parameter Estimates 

Parameter Standard 
2:stima:e E::o: t Value P r  > It1 Tolerance 

-335.88:35 2 5 6 . 8 3 8 1 2  -1. i9 0 . 2 3 3 9  
3 2 . 4 0 7 9 2  4 . 5 1 9 4 0  7 . 1 7  <.0001 0 . 0 9 8 3 0  
- C . 0 0 7 3 8  0 . 0 0 3 6 3  - 2 . 0 4  0 . 0 4 2 0  0 . 2 4 4 4 5  
E i . 6 5 1 9 3  1 0 . 5 8 3 3 7  3 . 9 4  <.0001 0 . 9 9 7 7 6  



1 -0 .00952  0 . 0 3 0 6 3  - 0 . 3 1  0 . 7 5 6 1  
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0 . 1 8 2 4 9  
1 . 2 9 1 8 7  0.1?01? 1i.73 < . 0 0 0 1  

1 -0 .CO006105 0 .00000792  - 7 . 7 1  < .  0 0 0 1  
- C .  :E l23  0 . 0 4 5 7 9  - 3 . 9 6  <.0001 

C . 0 0 2 3 1  0 .00342356  5 . 4 0  < . 0 0 0 1  

-r- 

?act 
w w  

?ararneter Estimates 

Variance 
Inflation 

0 
;3 . :7257 

4 .09078  
1 0 . 2 2 9 1 8  

5 . 4 7 9 8 8  
2 6 4 9 7  

:: . ;E056 

1 6 . - 2 , 1 3 6  

.. 

15.36a:mi 

-. . > e  ? E 3  Prszedure 
locc:: '132Ei: 
3e:erien: Variable: padel: 

Parameter Esrimazes 

?arameter Stamiard 
'lar:ac;e D? Esc :mate Error t Value Pr > It1 

ac:; 1 3 . 3 0 7 5 6  0 . 0 0 ' 0 9  6 .94  < . 0 0 0 1  

Fa;ame:er Estimates 

Variance 
Va:;aale D? Inflation 

acep 1 1 6 , 7 0 2 0 6  
Tre SAS System 

The REG Procedure 
Mode:: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable: padelt 

ConsiStent Covariance of Estimates 

Variable Intercept pc: pc12 act 

Intet 
pc: 
pc:i 
a:: 
acri 
d? 
dPi 
pact 

-cepe 2 8 3 4 4 , 1 5 8 8 1 6  -123 .3469307  
- 1 2 3 . 3 4 6 9 3 0 7  1 5 . 9 2 7 4 7 6 3 3 7  
0 , 0 6 1 8 0 9 3 4 7 7  - 0 . 0 0 4 8 8 1 2 1 5  
2 6 7 . 9 3 7 4 6 0 8 8  - 8 . 6 6 9 1 7 8 5 2 5  
-C .889853094  0 , 0 1 6 5 3 5 8 6 3  
- 7 . 7 1 6 8 0 6 8 3 3  - 0 . 1 2 9 9 5 3 8 2 7  
0 . 0 0 0 0 6 7 i 6 5 2  8 .0190698E-6  

- 0 . 6 9 5 9 4 6 2 8  - 0 . 0 0 2 8 4 5 7 5 4  

3 .0618093477  
-0 .004881215  
8 .52414016-6  

0 .005112203  
- 0 . 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 8 5  
0 . 0 0 0 0 1 0 5 2 4 1  
- i . 0 0 7 7 3 4 E - 8  
-0 .000112376  

2 6 7 . 9 3 7 4 6 0 8 8  
- 8 . 6 6 5 1 7 8 5 2 5  

0 . 0 0 5 1 1 2 2 0 3  
8 6 . 6 6 2 9 0 2 2 9 6  
-0 .203010282  
-0 .452279872  
0 .0000119293  
- 0 , 0 5 8 7 6 6 6 2 4  

0 . 0 8 8 7 7  
0 . 0 5 7 2 1  
0 . C 6 5 0 i  
0 . 0 5 9 7 7  

Tolerance 

0 . 0 5 9 8 7  

act2 

-0 .883853094  
0 . 0 1 6 5 0 5 8 6 3  

-0 .000012289  
-0 .203010282  
0 .0006606155  
0 . 0 0 1 2 3 7 7 1 9 3  
-1 .0353468-8  
0 .0001427558  
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pad? 0.0159839154 -0.000981265 7.45641158-7 0.000951713i -1.410714E-6 
acdp 0.01850io631 o.oo06~7491i 1.6534666~-6 -0.002caazz -3.010127~-6 

Consistent Covariance of Zstimates 

Variable dP dP2 pact FadF acd? 

-ntcrceac -7.716836833 3.0000671652 -0.69994628 O.Cl59839154 0.01850?363? 
~~~~ 

3'- -0.123953821 8.0190698E-6 -0,002845754 -0.00098i265 0 . 0 0 0 6 5 7 4 9 1 i  
3c;i 0.3000105241 -1,0077346-8 -0.0001;2376 7.4564115E-7 1,65346668-6 

3Cti 0.001237~193 -1.035746E-E 0.0001427558 -1.410714E-6 -3.0131216-6 
act -0.452279a-2 0.~000119293 -0.05~766624 o.oo09517131 -0.00208az2 

"F 0.30819421:3 -2.3300956-7 0.0007638569 ;.1610836E-6 -0.00001:37 
3CZ -2.330095E-7 4.403486E-11 1.5537574E-7 -1.583157E-9 -4.9287546-9 
?act 9.3007638569 1.5537574~-7 0.50235552?3 -c.oC00104?5 -0.oCC032056 
i'.i3p :.l6138362-5 -:.583157E-9 -3.500010495 1.6830265E-7 6.3891287E-8 
i r q  -,1.33031137 -4.9283548-9 -3.030332C56 6.3891287E-8 1.29990056-6 
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G.7 INCLUDING PROBLEMATIC Z I P  CODES 

The '1EANS l r o c e c u r e  

'1a::aoie ?I Mean Std Dev M i n i m u m  \laximum 
: j f ! . : i i f : ! - : : i J ' l f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f : ~ f f ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f f ~ f f f f f ~ f f ~ f f f ~ f f f ~ ~ f  

.e :  l E G l  3 6 0 7 3 . 3 1  26569.67 425.0000000 212665.00 
_ -  _ -  1601 11747.40 9997.23 0 61573.00 
-Po 16C: 3480.16 6281.46 0 67595.00 

del:  162: 221249. 00 1 5 3 ~ ~ 0 . 0 1  2 7 : 1 . 0 0  a47493.00 

4902.73 6876.70 0 88201.00 
5 3 :  16s: 372.3566521 327.3385894 0 3410.00 
_" .I . o u l  9304.99 5176.75 196.0000000 34378.00 
.,,.. . _  . 7!.5491339 104.9997864 0.4480750 738.8297872 

. _ ^ .  
- - -  

- b L -  ... .. 

. ,* 

P,CS-. '155 66168 R-SqJare 0.8160 
&perden: M e d l  221249 Ad: 3-Sq 0.8143 
,:;e f i ' la  r 29.90667 

Pararnecer Estimates 

Pararnecer Standard 
' J a r l a b l e  C: Es t ima te  E r r o r  t Value Pr > I 

I n r e r z e ~ t  1 -8770,09565 5331.1499C 
le: 1.51849 0.2E19C 
l e t2  1 -0.00000107 0.00000167 
^ C  _. 1 1.00343 0.65279 
-.< - I -  1 0.00002144 O.OCOOI3CO 
seq 1 0.31434 3.50528 
s e q 2  1 -0.00002158 O.COOC1559 
z .I i 4.4188: C.50789 
-IL - .  I - C . O 0 3 3 5 3 2 '  O.OCCOO875 
s c r  1 9.35~443 1 4 . 3 6 4 5 5  

?iTame:ez E s c r m t e s  

Var iance  

-1.74 
5.19 
-0.64 

1 . 5 4  
1.65 
1.85 

-1.32 
8.70 

-6.09 
0.65 

0.0815 
< . 0 0 0 1  
0.5229 
0.1245 
0.0931 
0.0646 
0.1869 
c .  0001 
< .  0001 
0.5148 

I T01€ 3nce 

0.04878 
0.07804 
0.06425 
0.08432 
0.27164 
0.28695 
0.22413 
0.24647 
0.12377 
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Variable DE Ynflation 

Intercept 
let 
l e t 2  
Cf 
C f 2  

sea2 

c.;2 

seq 

C',' 

s w  

1 3 
20.50178 
1 2 . 8 1 3 7 5  
1 5 . 5 6 4 3 4  

1 1 1 . 8 5 8 9 3  
3 . 6 8 1 3 9  
3 . 4 8 4 9 2  

1 4 . 4 5 3 7 6  
1 1 . 3 5 7 2 9  
1 8 . 3 7 9 7 3  

:he 3EmZ Pracedcre 
m d e i :  MODEL1 
Zependent >Jar-able: deit 

Parameter E s z m a t e s  

?aramere: Standard 
., ,ar:acle E7 ? s t l m a c z  2.rror t 'Jalue ?r > I t 1  Tolerance 

s p r 2  5 . 3 0 2 6 6  0.307: I 3 . 3 8  0 . 7 0 7 6  0 . 1 6 4 3 0  
dp 1 7 . 9 2 5 5 6  1 . 1 6 3 1 3  1 5 . 3 2  < ,  0 0 0 1  3 . x o s a  
r-2 2 I -0 .03013412  0 . 0 0 0 0 3 6 i 5  - 3 . 6 8  0 . 0 0 0 2  9 . 3 8 4 4 8  
cens 1 - 2 7 4 . 2 0 2 8 9  41 .91134 - 6 . 5 4  c . 0 0 0 1  0.14130 
ders? I 0.28487 0 . 3 7 8 3 6  3 . 6 1  0 . 0 0 0 3  0 .1463 :  

?arameter Sstinates 

Variance 
Variable CF Icflatron 

spr2 6 . 0 8 6 5 3  
dp 1 6 . 5 0 6 1 6  
dp2 1 1 1 . 8 3 7 6 7  
dens 1 7 . 0 7 7 1  9 
dens2 6 .83474  

The REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable: delt 

consistent Cavariance o f  Estimates 

Variable Intercept ?e: 1et2 Cf c f2  

Intercept 16533942.466 -119 .9864621 0.0015592936 -85 .00219458 0.000161251 
-et -119 .9864627  3.09:0643654 -4 .751519E-7  - 0 , 0 9 2 8 1 0 7 8 7  1 .1699807E-6  
let2 0 .0015592936  -4 .751519E-7  3 .692042E-12 4 .1143725E-7  - 9 . 3 7 4 8 9 f - 1 2  
cf -85 .00213458  - 0 . 0 9 2 8 1 0 7 8 i  4 .7143725E-7  0 . 5 5 6 1 1 2 8 5 5 3  -0 .000010807  
c f 2  0 . 0 0 0 1 6 1 2 5 1  1 .1699807E-6  -9.37489E-12 -0 .000010807  2 , 7 5 7 9 6 9 8 - 1 0  
sec 48 .479275361  -0 .OC7403917 6 .3469983E-8  -0 .051461066 6 .9369329E-7  
sec2 - 0 . 0 0 0 2 3 6 2 1 9  -2 .881107E-8  1 .252787E-13 7 .1717227E-7  -8 .55709E-12 
C" - 4 3 0 , 0 1 8 6 0 5  - 0 . 0 0 8 0 1 0 8 7 5  -6.818117E-8 - 0 . 1 0 0 4 3 8 2 5  2 .1564793E-6  
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C"2 3.0049138837 4.8610604E-8 1.1827558-12 1.52360833-6 -2.99194E-11 
sp: 12724.037977 -0,517973796 5.2051669E-6 -0.527203767 -1.379515E-6 
spr2 -9.0702092 0.000288691 -4.618887E-9 0.0001184923 -1.503635E-9 
dP -3965.994163 -0.14130254? 4.9979125E-7 -0.162484343 5.4181847E-6 
dD2 0.172957521 2.2389724E-6 -i.:0126E-ll 7.1777202E-6 -2.24688E-10 
dens 20576.914456 -2.25704144' 0.0000115719 -0.130827288 0.0000638846 
dens2 -43.35263372 0.0037081539 -2.3657918-8 -0.0015503 -5.0314176-8 

Consistent C a v a r ~ a n c e  of Estimates 

,/a::an1e seq seq2 CC cv2 SPr 

I3te:zect 48.579275361 -0.300286219 -400.018605 0.0049138837 12724.037977 
let -0.30740391: -2.381103E-8 -0.008010875 4.86106048-8 -0,517970796 

1.252787E-13 
:l17227E-l 

-3.55709E-12 
-5.24182E-6 
1.565645E-10 
-4.6656786-7 
3.478083E-li 
-3.OOCCL2746 
-1.4P9125-1C 

-6.818117E-E 
-C.10043825 

2.1564793E-6 
-6.315133464 
-4.665678E-7 
0.4 107824 024 
-6.553474E-6 
-1.83076E905 
0.0009909871 

1.182755E-12 
1.52360838-6 
-2.99194E-11 

6 . 4 4 0 1 3 5 8 - 8  
9.476083E-12 
-6.553474E-6 
1.321949E-10 
0.3000214029 
-1.490926E-8 

0.0936735829 -2.8556998-7 
-1.142428E-6 -1.13899E-11 

5.2051669E-6 
-0.527200767 
-1.379515s-6 
0.3459801552 
-0.000012746 
-1.830768905 
0.0000214029 
209.71254883 
-0,070382344 
-8,124106785 
0.0002166978 

l e R 5  3.3941528652 3.COOO14C786 -5.272113741 0.3000388392 10,558372466 
.~ens: 0.0OC3502362 -3.576086E-E 0.31??729102 -1.078483E-7 -0,033587577 

Consistent Covariance of Estimates 

'73 : 1 an  1 e sp:2 e? dp2 dens den52 

I-rercept -9.0732392 -3965.994163 0.172957521 20576.914456 -43.35263372 
lex 0.000288691 -0.141802541 2.2389724E-6 -2.257041447 0,0037081579 
let2 -4.618887E-9 4.9579125E-7 -1.10126~-11 0.0000115719 -2,0657918-8 
cf 0.0001184923 -0.162489943 7.1777202E-6 -0.130827288 -0,0015503 

The REG Procedure 
Mocel: MODE51 
Dependent Variable: delt 

Vdri able 

c 52 
seq 
seq2 
c 7.7 
C"2 
spr 
spr2 
dP 
dp2 
dens 
dens2 

iansistent Covariance of E~timates 

spr2 dp de2 dens 

-1.5036396-9 5.4181847E-6 -2.24688E-10 0.0000638846 
0.0000774471 -0,039532433 5.9483224E-1 0,3941628652 
-1.48912E-10 1.8066131E-6 -5.94104E-11 0.0000140786 
0.0009909871 0.0936775829 -1.14242EE-6 -5.272113741 
-1.490926E-E -2.855699E-7 -1.17899E-11 0.0000388392 
-0.073382344 -8.124106785 0.0002166978 10,558372466 
0.000044234 0.0034160956 -1.288091E-7 -0.00194443 
3.3034160956 2.0966041?39 -0.000076364 -5.355045098 
-1.288C91E-7 -0.000076364 3.5277777E-9 0.0002281858 
-0.OC194443 -5.355045096 0.0002281858 1326.4089853 
O.OOOC287163 0.9127081735 -6.929238E-7 -2.284207725 

den52 

-5.031417E-8 
0.0003502962 
-3.576086E-8 
0.0111729102 
-1.0784638-7 
-0.033587577 
0.0000287163 
0.0127081705 
-6.929238E-7 
-2,284207725 
0.0044341051 
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3bs 

L 

Obs 

i 

SSS 

:55 

: s s  

- MODEL- - TYPE- - DEP'IAR- - XMSE- Intercept let l e t 2  

VODEL: PARMS delc 6 6 1 6 8 . 2 0  - 8 7 7 0 . 1 0  1.51849 -.000001067 

cf cf2 seq seq2 CY C"2 SPr  

:.'>a343 .OOCO21442 0.93434 -.XI3320582 4.41881 -.003053274 9.35840 

s3r2 dP dP2 aer.5 dens2 del: 

,002563895 17.8256 - . 300134125  -274.203 0.28487 -1 
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G.8 ESTIMATING A TRANSLOG SPECIFICATION 

The NEANS ? rocedure  

Variaale N ?lean Sed Oev Minimum Maximum 

.;ol 1545 5 6 6 7 8 . 2 8  39546.92 704.0000000 264745.00 
1545 9462.31 5817.34 1 9 6 . 0 0 0 0 0 0 0  34376.30 

fifiiifffiffff;f:ffi~ffffffffffffff~~ff~ff~f~fffffff~ffffffffffffff~ff~f~~ffffff 

:'le 7Z.G ? r > c e a g r e  
Mocel: MC3EL: 
Jeper,:ent V a r i a b l e :  lndeit 

i c = t  \?SE 
3epenzer.r Mean 
t z e f i  ' i i i  

Var iab le  3F 

Intercepr 1 
lnval 1 
lnvo:2 1 
:ndp 1 
Lndp2 1 
lndens 1 
lnde?.s2 
voldp 1 
voldens  1 
dpaens I 

4na lys ;s  2 5  Uar:ar.ce 

su7 3 f  Mean 
3F squares s q u a r e  

3 1C23.?:4el 1:3.-6831 
:535 1 6 2 . 5 7 9 6 2  0.:0591 
1544 ? > 6 6 . 4 3 3 . l 0  

3.32544 R-Square 0.8630 
12.0208C A d ;  R-5q 0.8622 
2.10735 

Parameter  Escimaces 

Parameter  Szandard 
E3 txna r e  Error t Value 

12.23374 0.01221 1002 .28  
0.33995 0.02447 13.89 
0.042a8 0.02942 1.46 
0.70197 0.92596 27.04 
0 . 0 8 6 5 1  0.33649 2.30 
-0.09530 0.00994 -9.59 
-0,01653 0.3033: -4.99 
-0.07538 0.06316 -1.25 
-0,02891 3.9:6!5 -1.79 
-0.00701 0.31711 -0.41 

F Value 3: > ? 

1074.15 < . 0 0 0 1  

Pr > I t 1  

<.0001 
<.0001 
0 . 1 4 5 2  
<.a001 
0.0216 
<.0001 
<.0001 
0.2104 
0.0738 
0 . 6 8 2 2  
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To OCA Interrogatories 

OCNlJSPS-T:J-12. Please refer to your testimony. page 16. line I 5  to page 17. line 
11.  You indicate that a typical mail route may have two to four sections. each of which 
has a dominant delivery technology. You further state in your testimony, page 20. lines 
7-1 1,  "Note that it was not feasible to measure volumes by individual route section but 
only by route. As a result. separate econometric models cannot be estimated for eacn 
of the different delivery technologies and only a single delivety time variability can be 
derived." In responding to OCMJSPS-TlJ-l(b)iii. you indicate that "only a single 
delivery mode [is] defined for each route in a Zip Code and this does not change." 
a. For every route. consisting of possibly two to four sections. is it correct that eac3 

section " 1 1 1  have the same dominant delivery technology? If your answer is 
negarive. please discuss in detail. 
Your !es:imony and interrogatory resoonse aopear contradictop(. Could you 
3iease exoiain :he matter further. 

n ., 

2CAUS?S--'J- l2 Resconse 

a No For example the first section on a route may be a curbline section which is 

then followed by an NDCBU section 

b I don't think that there is a contradiction. Perhaps you thought there was a 

contradiction because you were unaware that the Postal Service will classify a 

route with a single "mode" even though the route may contain different delivery 

technologies. It is my understanding that this happens routinely. It is also my 

understanding that "mode" is only a guide to the nature of delivery on the route 

and not a guarantee that the route technology is completely homogenous. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To OCA Interrogatories 

CCA/USPS-T14-16 Please refer to your testimony page 31. lines 2-3. identifying !he 
time oeriod over which data were collected How do you know that the data collected 
aver !he two week time period were representative of carrier data on a yearly basis? 

CCAUSPS-T1J-16 Response: 

The m a  of May/beginning of June time period was selected because it is characterized 

311 -either seasonal volume peaks nor seasonal volume troughs. In that sense it is 

:rougPc :o 3e reoresentanve. For my econometric analysis, !he key issue is :he 

r a r c n i r g  a i  :he delivery time data with :he delivered volume. This was accomplisned 

3', jirncitaneouslv mlec!ing ;he times ana volumes across of cross section of Z ~ D  

:xes 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To OCA Interrogatories 

OCNUSPS-T14-19. P!ease refer to your testimony, page 20, lines :4-;6. where 
you state: 

There is some fixed route time involved in traversing the route secuons 
and this IS included in the time pool. Its fixity will work into :he estimated 
variability. 

Please further clarify the meaning of each sentence. 
Does the first sentence mean that transit time between two separare sections of 
a route was not scanned out? 
As a result of !he activity associated with the second sentence. viil !volume 
variability be lower :han would othenvise be the case? 

a. 
b. 

c. 

CCAUSPS-T:J-: 9 3esconse. 

a.  The senience is mended :o suqjest :hat as ;he carrier worKs the de!ivery 

section. there ~NIII ae some time !hat IS  spent traversing the section that is not 

related to volume. If you are familiar with the established approach to city carrier 

street time. this time is called "route time" in that approach. 

b. No. This sentence is intended to discuss time within delivery sections and does 

not refer to the time spent traveling between sections. The time traveling 

between route sections was scanned and is included in the Network Travel Time 

pool. 

c. Whether this time ts included in the regular delivery time cost pool, as is done in 

the proposed new methodology. or treated as its own cost pool (with near Zero 

variability) as in !he established methodology, should not affect the variability of 

city carrier street time. I believe that it is difficult to accurately measure the 
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Regular Delivery 72.3% 41.1% 

PIA Delivery 5.6% 53.5% 

Network Travel i 11.4% 0.0% 
Total 69.3% 36.6% - 

Response of Postal Service Wtness Michael D. Bradley 
To OCA Interrogatories 

amount of this "route time" to form its own time pool. so the proposed new 

approach should morove the accuracy4 of the Postal Service's street time 

analysis. For a comparison of rhe variabilities under the two methods please see 

Table 19 of rnv w3imony It IS reproduced below for Convenience: 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
TO OCA Interrogatories 

OCAUSPS-T14-24. Please refer to your response to OCAIUSPS-T14-5. Please 
review !he computer code for the calculations for the full quadratic model. P!ease also 
note The computer code below. which is identical to the computer code you presented 
exceot for one change. the addition of a .'+" sign. 'which has been highlighted in 18 point 
type Please confirm that this modification is correct 
data mat: -'?'?e coef! regvean idrOD=-TVPE-.: 

m1=( ier'niet -:*!et2*miet*miet + 
~ f ' ~ i e t ~ ? l ~ ! * l ~ e ' m i e ~ ' m s e q t i c v ~ m l e t ' m c v + i s ~ r ~ n l e t ~ n s ~ r  
- Ico~~ie~ 'na~- lans 'mlet 'maens~lmlet :  
nd=g i t 'r.cf -2*cfZ*ncf'mc! 
-if Tlet.-rcf-fse'mcf'rseq~fc,i.~c?mc;-fsDr'ncr.nsar 
- i c ~ ~ ~ c : ~ ~ a ~ - f d n ~ ' n c ! . n d e n s  Iimci: 
r!s=:sec'nsea -3-sec2'nsea'msea 
- ~ s e ' ~ i e ~ ' ~ s e ~ - f s e ~ n c ~ ' ? l s e ~ * s c ~ I ~ n s e a ~ ~ . c ' i * s s c r ~ n s e c ~ ~ s ~ r  
-sco'Tsea'Tca-sons.1sea.-naens imsec: 
r:c='c;'Tc, - I ~ ~ , Z ~ n c v ~ r c v  -ic;'mle!'~c~~-~ci'~c:'rc~;+scv'-nsea'mc~~~csor'rci'~sar 
- C C ~ ' T C ~ ; ' T I C D - ~ ~ ~ S . ? ~ ~ I ' ~ . C ~ ~ ~  : :mc i '  
TIC=, sor 'Ts3r -;"sor:*nsar'rsor 
- !sor~-1e !~rsor - fsor 'mc! '? lsor -ssor 'ns2~ ' rs~r -~sor ' rc1 '~spr  
-sDco'nsar'ma?-spans'-nsnr'~dens iimsor: 

proc print :zz=mrail 
T t i  mi mts mtc rntc 

OCAUSPS-T14-24 Response 

Confirmed Please note in calculating the estimated marginal times presented in my 

response to OCNUSPS-T15-5. the "+" sign was included where you indicate it should 

be ll was inadvertently dropped from the code in prepanng the interrogatory response 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
.- To OCA Interrogatories 

OCAIUSPS-T14-25. Please refer to Librav Reference USPS-LR-K-81. The three 

MDA;A.PRN each have a variable denoted as "ZIP". 
a 

3 

dataoases TIMEPOOL MDATA.PRN. LWOLUME MDATA.PRN. AND PAVOLUME 

Please confirm that the numbering is consistent between databases. Le.. that ZIP 
2222220 IS the identical ZIP Code between databases. 
The ZIP Codes in Density appear to be different in some cases from those in the 
three previously mentioned databases. Please confirm that the ZIP Codes in 
Density are consistent with the ZIP Codes in the other three databases. 

:o oe consistent with the databases TIMEPOOL MDATA.PRN. LFVOLUME 
FVIDATA.,DRN. AND PAVOLUME MDATA.PRN. Please explain how the ZIP 
Csdes are relared. If the ZIP Codes are not related. ?lease explain the use of 
P4153 PRN and AL161ZIPS.PRN 

- 
~ The Z!? Codes ,n PA159.PRN and ALl61ZIPS.PRN do not immediately appear 

Response: 

a.  confirmed 

b Confirmed Please note that the Zip Codes in the density file include all Zip 

Codes included in the Census dataset This means that the density file will 

include many more Zip Codes than the other files (which are limited to the Zip 

Codes included in the study) 

c. Please see the response to OCNUSPS-TI5-4d 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by the OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-26. Please refer to your testimony USPS-T-14. One of the variables 
you use is the number of delivery points. 
a. Is the number of the delivery points the potential number of delivery points? If 

your answer is affirmative, please furnish the number of actual delivery points by 
route day. If these data are not available, please explain. 
If your answer is that the delivery points are the number of actual delivery points, 
please furnish the number of potential delivery points by route day. If these data 
are not available, please explain. 

b. 

OCNUSPS-T14-26 Response: 

a. The number of delivery points in the econometric regressions is possible or 

potential delivery points. Actual delivery points are defined as those possible 

delivery points which receive mail on a given day. It is very time consuming for 

city carriers to record which of their possible deliveries are actual deliveries, SO 

during the CCSTS, data on actual deliveries were not collected. 

b. Please see my answer to a. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by the OCA 

CCAiUS?S-T:J-27 In :/our :estimony. USPS-T-14. you present two versions of a 
quadratic func:ion as well as consideration of the translog function. A variety of other 
flexible func!ions are availacie in the literature-e.$ Fourier Flexible Function. 
Generalized Leontiei-as ,well as the nonflexible Cobb Douglas function. 
a 

2 

Gfd :you consiaer !hese or any other alternative functional forms? ?!ease explain 
your answer. indicating your reasons. 
If 3r as you considered alternative func!ional forms. would you have used any 
:est starisiics as an aid in choosing :/our functional form? P!ease explain. 

3 C A  tiS?S-T'J-2- ?escovse 

3 I xnsicerec us; :he :uaoraric and :rans;og funcaonal forms oresenrec In ,my 

restimonv I presented the reasons zenind this choice on page 28 of my 

testimony, !he two functional forms inveslqated are flexible and they have been 

successfully used in previous Postal Rate Commission and academic analyses 

of carner street time: 

If there is technological or other knowledge about the 
underlying cost generation process, this can be used to 
guide functional form selection. If not. there are advantages 
to selecting a flexible functional form in attempting to 
measure the responsiveness of cost to volume changes. 
Finally, one can review previous work to identify functional 
form selections for similar modeling efforts. 

In the area of city carrier delivery, previous work has 
shown the quadratic functional form to be useful. It was 
specified by both the Postal Service and the Commission in 
estimating models for load time and access time. These two 
components make up the ovenvhelming majority of volume 
variable delivery time. so the application of a quadratic form 
would be appropriate for delivery time. 

The quadratic functional form also has the advantage 
of being a flexible functional form in the sense that it plays 
no restrictions on the first and second order derivatives. 
Thus it IS agnostic. a pnon, about the absence or presence 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by the OCA 

of scale or network economies that lead to variabilities being 
less that one hundred percent The primary alternative 
flexible functional form is the translog (Footnote in original) 

D The specifics would depend UDOn the functional forms being investigated 3ut 

there could be situations in which test statistics could be of aid in selecting a 

functional form 

For an example of a translog model estimated for delivery, see Cazals, 1 

Catherine, Florens, Jean-Pierre, and Soten. Soterios. 'Delivery Costs for Postal 
Services in the UK: Some Results on Scale Economies with Panel Data," in Requlatory 
and Economic Challenqes in the Postal and Deliverv Sector, Michael Crew and Paul 
Kleindorfer (eds.), Kluwer. 2005. Cazals. Florens, and Soterios include aggregate 
volume, delivery points and the geographical area covered by delivery in their equation. 
Interestingly. they find an overall elasticity of delivery cost with respect to volume of 41.8 
percent. The sum of the shape variabilities from the quadratic model estimated below is 
quite close to this result, at a value of 41.1 percent. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-28. This question references the Timepool data set and the SAS 
program "Estimating the Delivery Equations". The SAS program is found in USPS-LR- 
K-81 - Econometric Analysis of City Carrier Street Time. A small number of 
observations have non-numeric route ids (please see lines 23-32 of the "Attachment to 
interrogatory OCNUSPS-T14-28). Please explain why the route ids are non-numeric 
and the significance of the designation. 

(a) Why are the routes recoded as 1 1  . I ?  
(b) Do the recoded routes ever match any data in the volume data sets? If so, 

please provide information on which data items match. 

OCPJUSPS-T14-28 Response 

In a small number of instances, the carrier recorded a non-numeric route id. There IS no 

particular significance lo the designation. 

a The routes were recoded to change the alphanumeric character to a numeric 

character. This allowed tracing their data path along with the other observations 

b. No 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-29. This question references the Timepool data set. How was the 
delivery mode variable assigned a value (C,D,F,O,P,X) for a route if the route used 
more than one delivery method? 

OCNUSPS-T14-29 Response: 

Delivery mode was not assigned a value within the study. Delivery mode was taken 

from the designation of the route within the Postal Service's Address Management 

System. 



Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-30. In the LetterslFlats volume data there are 686 observations for 
Sundays or Memorial Day. Please explain why these observations are included. In 
addition, approximately 650 observations appear to have inconsistently coded dates 
(Le. 4-Jun rather than 06/04/02). 

(a) Is it correct that these observations were dropped in your analysis? 
(b) Can these observations be used in the analysis if the date codes are corrected? 

Please explain in detail. 

OCNUSPS-T14-30 Response 

a. Yes 

b. The fact that there are 686 observations for Sundays or Memorial Day does not 

mean volume data were recorded for all these route days. The overwhelming 

majority of these observations come from of Zip Codes sending in zero volumes 

for the day. Of the 686 observations, only 79 observations have positive values 

for volume. As it turns out, these observations are from just 3 Zip Codes across 

just two days, Memorial Day and June 2. Please note that no scan times were 

recorded for those days, so these observations were not included in the 

regression analysis. 

There are 662 observations that have apparently mis-coded dates (I e 4-Jun or 

06/04/200 instead of 06/04/2002 ) These observations come from three Zip 

Codes If one were to assume that the dates were otherwise correct, these could 

be recovered Doing so increases the analysis data set for the regular delivery 

equation from 1 545 Zip Code day observations to 1,557 (an increase of 12) If 

REVISED: 7/1/05 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

the regular delivery model is estimated on the 1,557, it produces the following 

variabilities: 

Variabilities for Regular 
Delivery 

Based upon 
1,557 Obs. 

22.27% 

REVISED: 7/1/05 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-31. In the ParceIs/Accountables volume data there are 9639 
observations for Sundays and holidays. Most, but not all, data values are zero 

(a) What is the purposelcause of origination of these observations? 
(b) Cankhould the observations be dropped from the analysis? 

OCNUSPS-Tl4-31 Response: 

a The letterinat data collection effort followed the established Postal Service 

protocol which designated collecting volume data for only business days (6 days 

or during holiday weeks, 5 days) This protocol does not include collecting parcel 

and accountable data and that data was collected by hand form All these data 

were keypunched (double entry) The parceVaccountable forms include spaces 

for Sundays so the parcel/accountable data were recorded as zeros for the 

Sunday spaces and thus entered for all seven days As your question points out 

only 82 of the 9.639 observations have positive values for parcels or 

accountables 

b. There were no scan times collected for Sundays and holidays, so these 

observations were not and could not be included in the analysis 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCAIUSPS-T14-32. There appears to be inconsistency in the route codes between 
the LettersiFlats and Parcels/Accountables data sets. Approximately 6,000 out of 
42,000 routeldate observations only appear in one of the output data sets. For example, 
ZIP 275455 has 43 routes in common, 2 routes that are unique in the PA data set and 
17 that are unique in the LF data set. What are the reasons for the discrepancies? 
Please explain in detail. 

OCNUSPS-114-32 Response 

I think the main reason for mismatch is problems on the date, instead of problems with 

the route number As you point out in OCNUSPS-T14-31, there are 9,639 observations 

on the parcellaccountable data set for Sundays and Holidays Almost none of these 

observations show up on the lettedflat volume data set leadirg to a large number of 

route days showing up on only the parcel/accountable data set 

To further investigate the route vs. date issue. consider the results of merging the data 

sets on route number alone. There are 3,667 unique route numbers in the lettedflat 

data set and 3,500 on the parcel/accountable data set. The reason fewer routes show 

up on the parcel accountable data set is because this submission required hand 

counting the volume, completing paper forms, and successfully getting those paper 

forms back to Postal Service Headquar'ers. It is reasonable to believe that this reduced 

the number of routes that successfully supplied the data. (Also, Zip Codes are familiar 

with counting parcels and accountables. on a day-to-day basis, like they are for letters 

and flats.) Merging the data sets on route number provides 3.418 common route 

numbers, 82 which are unique to the parceVaccountable data set and 249 which are 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

unique to the letter flat data set. The following Venn diagram illustrates the merge on 

route number alone: 

This pattern is also illustrated by the Zip Code that you cite in the question, although the 

problem is worse, in proportion. for that particular Zip Code. Specifically, the Zip Code 

did not report parcell accountable data for certain routes. The following table shows 

that there is a concordance between the route numbers, but there are 17 instances in 

which the Zip Code simply failed to report its parcel/accountable data. This most likely 

occurred for the reasons discussed above. The two routes for which only 

parcel/accountable data were provide are different from the other routes and could, for 

example, represent a misreporting of some special purpose routes. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

Please also note that just 7 Zip codes account for two thirds of the instances in which 

there was no parcellaccountable data reported. Also, just 3 Zip Codes account for 60 

percent of the times no letter/flat data were reported for a route. 

Reporting Pattern for Volume Data Across Routes 
ZIP Code 275455 

Route PA Route PA 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-33. In the parcels delivery equation, an observation is only kept if the 
number of large parcels (PCL) and accountables (ACT) are both >O. (Please refer to 
lines 389, 390 in "Attachment tc interrogatory OCNUSPS-T14-28"). Why don't you 
use observations where only one of these is positive? 

OCNUSPS-T14-33 Response: 

I decided to eliminate the observations in this way because I felt it unusual for an entire 

Zip Code to receive no parcels on a given day. I made a similar assumption about 

accountables. This means the logic of the program required dropping a Zip Code day 

observation if large parcels or accountables were zero for that day. As the question 

points out. an alternative approach would be to specify the logic of the program to drop 

an observation only if large parcels and accountables were zero for that day. This 

alternative approach yields more Zip Day observations (and increase of 77 over the 

1,535) variabilities and slightly lower variabilities for parcels (28.5% vs. 26.4%). The 

accountable variability stays about the same (25.0% vs. 25.8%). 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-TI 4-34. When the LetterslFlats and Parcels/Accountables volume data 
sets are merged, only the ZlPlrouteidate observations that are present in both volume 
data sets are kept. Since no data from the LetterdFlats volume data set is used to 
estimate the "parcel delivery" equations, why are these data points eliminated when 
estimating the parcel delivery equation? Please explain in detail why this occurs. 

OCNUSPS-T14-34 Response 

In pursuing this research, I first created the analysis data set by combining the time data 

set and the two volume data sets. This analysis data set included Zip Code days for 

which we had received matching data from all three of the data collection efforts. 

Subsequent to creation of the analysis data set, I began the estimation analysis and it 

proceeded on the complete data set. As the question points out, an alternative 

approach would have been to go back on create a separate parcel/accountable data 

set. However, because the primary reason for mismatch is misalignment between the 

time data set and the volume data set. this would have produced only a small number of 

additional work days and would likely not have a material impact on the estimated 

variabilities 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-35. In constructing the data to estimate the equation for parcels, 
route/date observations with (time=O and volume>O) or (time>O and volume=O) were 
deleted before aggregation to the ZIP code level. (Lines 370, 371 in "Attachment to 
Interrogatory OCNUSPS-T14-28"). 

(a) Was a similar requirement placed on the data used in the regular delivery 

( b )  If not, please identify how many routeldate observations were included where 
equation? If so, please explain and identify the SAS code. 

delt=O and volumez0 or where d e b 0  and volume=O. 

OCNUSPS-T14-35 Response. 

a No. 

5 There were 1.845 observations in which delt=O and volume >O and 50 

observations in which delt >O and volume =O. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael 0. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

OCNUSPS-T14-36. There is a group of ZIP codes (1660939, 8365476. 
3341404,8885626, 3333330, 661 7639) that is dropped because of data problems. 
Please explain for each ZIP Code what the problems were and why the ZIP Codes were 
dropped. 

OCNUSPS-TI 4-36 Response: 

These Zip Codes were dropped because of concern that for certain days a number of 

the route numbers on the time data set were either missing or inconsistent with 

standard route number designations. To evaluate the concern, the equation was 

estimated with them omitted. However, please note that the equation was also 

estimated with these Zip Codes included. 

my testimony. As I state there: 

Those results are presented on page 54 of 

This table shows that omitting the potentially problematic Zip 
Codes had little impact on the estimated variabilities. There 
are sufficient data without their inclusion to successfully 
estimate the equations and their omission does not cause 
material movements in the estimated variabilities. Thus, 
because of potential data problems, the preferred approach 
is to drop them from the regression analysis. 
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Letters 22.27% 
Flats 7.12% 
Sequenced 1.29% 

Small Parcels 1.58% 
Collection 8.81% 

Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by OCA 

22.28% 
7.12% 
1.29% 

1.58% 
a . 8 2 ~ ~  

OCNUSPS-T14-37. In the SAS program "Estimating the Delivery Equation.sas" 
provided in LR-K-81 a variaDle "pdelt" is constructed on lines 294 and 337 and then 
used in the calculation of the volume elasticities. The formula for pdelt has a term 
"spr2'mspr". The SAS log file provided in response to ADVO-USPS-T14-2 instead 
contains the term "spr2'mspr'mspr" in this formula. 

(a) Please state whether the formula in the program or the log file is correct. 
(b) Which formula was used to construct the elasticity estimates reported in the 

output file "Estimating the Delivery Equati0n.W provided in LR-K-81? If the 
incorrect formula was used, please provide corrected output. 

RESPONSE: 

a Please see my response to Question 4 of Presiding Officers Information Request 

X6 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by the OCA 

Redirected from Witness Dennis P. Stevens 

OCAIUSPS-T15-1. Please refer to your testimony at page 24, lines 8-9. You state, 
"Bulk delivery data were not used in the final analysis." 

a. 
b. 
c. 
f .  

Who made the decision not to use bulk delivery data? 
What were the reasons for not using the data? 
How was the time for bulk deliveries treated in witness Bradley's analyses? 
Please provide, in electronic form, any and all econometric computer programs 
and output that utilized the bulk delivery data. 

Response: 

a I made the decision to not use the bulk delivery variable in the econometric 

rzjrssson 

there are very few bulk deliveries Only 15% of the route days included in the 

regression data set had any bulk deliverles and only 5% had more than two (out 

of an average of 485 delivery points) 

I decided not to include the bulk deliveries variable in the econometric equation 

for the following four reasons. First, the bulk deliveries variable is not a volume 

variable; instead it is a measurement of the number of bulk deliveries that took 

place in a Zip Code. As such, it cannot be directly used to estimate a volume 

variability. Second, as mentioned above, bulk deliveries turn out to be a very low 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by the OCA 

Redirected from Witness Dennis P. Stevens 

frequency event. The existence of a bulk delivery leads to a de minimis addition 

to the Zip Code's regular delivery time. Third, there is no measure for the number 

of pieces delivered in a bulk delivery. This reason is related to the first reason 

and reinforces the decision not to include the variable. Specifically, the inability 

to directly measure a volume variability could be mitigated if the volumes within 

bulk deliveries were available. Then, one could estimate or construct tho 

elasticity of the number of bulk deliveries with respect to the volume being 

delivered. However, because the volumes within bulk deliveries are not 

available, this method of approximation is not possible. Fourth, there is no 

distribution key for bulk deliveries. An assumption would have to be  IX!? 09 

how to distribute the costs to classes dnd subciasses. LL'neri V I C . ~ , ~  ~ ; ~ : ; - i ~ ; ,  

, , , i / , . .  , ,  . . - ~. 
. .  

. ~. - . . , ,. , .. c 

measi!ring the  voiurne variable cost cf rtr??t Il-iP c'eliverv 2~ c-'t:'.-- ' 

would not cause a problem for the estirnatlon. 

c. The time associated with bulk deliveries would be included in the regular delivery 

time. 

f. As mentioned above, the bulk deliveries were not used in the econometric 

equations. The bulk delivery variable is already included in the program, 

ESTIMATING DELIVERY EQUATIONSSAS which is provided in Library 

Reference LR-K-81. 
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Letters 22.27% 
Flats 7.12% 
Sequenced 1.29% 
Collection 8.81% 
Small Parcels 1.58% 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SEWICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6. QUESTION 5 

5. Refer to USPS-T-14. Please confirm that the SAS code in the file entitled 
"Estimating Delivery Equations, found in LR-K-81, should have included the 
variable "mspr" in the location shown below where it IS underlined, bolded and 
enlarged. 

(a) data elascall: x e r r e  coefl regmean (drop=-TYPE-); 
pdelt=intercept+let'mlet+let~~mlet'mlet+cf*mcf+cf2*mcf*mcf+seq*ms 
eq+seq2'mseq'mseq+spr*mspr+spr+spr2*mspr~~+cv~mcv+cvZ'mc 
v'mcv+dp'mdp+dp2'mdp'mdp+dens'mdens+dens2~mdens'mdens+l 
f'mlet'mcf+lse*mlet'mseq+lcv'mlet'mcv+lspr~mlet~mspr+ldp~mlet~m 
dp+fse'mcf*mseq+fcv"mcf'mcv+fspr'mcf*mspr+fdp*mc~mdp+scv*m 
seq'mcv+sspr'mseq'mspr+sdp'mseq^mdptcspr'mcv"mspr~cdp*mc 
v'mdp+spdp'mspr'mdp+ldns'7liet'mdens+fdns"mcf~mdens+sdns*m 
seq'mdens+cdns'mc.~'mdensrspdns'7lspr'mdens+dpdns'mdD*mde 
ns: 

(b ]  data eiascal2: merge coei2 regmean 
(drop= - TYPE - ~ ; p d e l t = ~ n t e r c e o t + l e t * m l e t ~ l e t 2 ~ m l e t * m l e ~ ~ c ~ ~ c ~ + c ~ 2 " ~  

cf'mcf+seq"mseq+seq2'mseq'mseq-spr'mspr+spr2*msDr~~-~-c.i' 
mc~~~cv2'mcv'mc~i 'dp'mdp+dp2"mdp+dens~mdens+densZ~m~e 
ns'mdens: 

If confirmed, please provide a corrected SAS program, output, and log 

22.28% 
7.12% 
1.29% 
8.82% 
1.58% 

RESPONSE: 

Confirmed. For comparison purposes the original recommended variabilities and 

the variabilities resulting from this correction are presented below. Electronic 

versions of the SAS program, log and listing are attached !o this response 
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ATTACHMENT TO RESPONSE, POlR NO. 6, ITEM 5 

SAS PROGRAM: 

. - . . . I 

............................... 
. _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ .  ......... s ............................... 1 

..? - 1 7 + 1 3 :  . ........ ~ . - +  : 
? >  _. . ...... . .- . -  _. > .. , ~ ~ 3 - 

........................... 
~ .. -~ . . ~~ 

- . . . -. ._ -. -~ 
.......... . - ,  

..................................................................... 
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data pavol2; set pavoll; 
if rteno = "XX" then nrteno=99.9; else 
nrteno=l'rteno; 
if nrteno="." then nrteno=ll . l ;  
rtind=nrteno/lOO; 

e* Convert the co1lect;on mail volume f rom ********;  
**  feet and inches into piecess 
t r * * * ' f t i~+* r * * * * * * r r * i l * - t r r r r r7 * r r * r - r * . * *~ . * * * * .  

****+*r.**********r+*r-r**rC1*-****-****-~*~************~.*.  

*******. 

z;prt=zLp+rt:nd; 
slfi=slf*: 2 ;  
mlfr=mlf*'2; 
sffi=sff.'?. 

mffL=mff" 2 ;  
s-=s,fl-sl:; 
m-=m_f;-mAi: 
sf=si=. - - - - + s : : :  
mf=mff--zf;; 
s l = 1 C * s l ;  
* f = 1  c * s _ ;  

L ,  

. .  

. . -  . 
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
*?his Section of the Program Estimates the Regular Dellvery Equatlon ; 
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* * * - * _ * * * * * * * * * * * * * + - * * ~ * * C * * * * * ~ * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * * .  

** Create Zip Code - Day Data Se: ?or Estimation****; 

proc means nopr-nt; by zip date; 
var delt let c? seq spr C'I blk dp units water land; 
outpu: out=poolr sum = deit let cf seq spr scv blk dp units water land 

n=nrts: 

* * r * + r * * * * * * ' * * * * ( * r * * * - * t - i * r r r r r * * * * ~ ~ * ~ * * ~ * * * * * ~ * * * * * ~ + * * * .  

mean = adelt aiet acf aseq aspr acv ablk  adp aunits awater aland 



2184 

prOC means; 
var deit let cf seq cv s p y  dp dens; 
outpu: out=regmean mean=mdeit mlet mcf mseq mcv mspr mdp mdens; 

* * * * * 1 * ~ * 1 - * * * * * * * * * * 7 * 7 * * * ~ ~ * * + ~ * * * * * * * * * * * * ~ * ~ * * .  

*‘Est;mare the Pooled Regular Delivery Model **; 
* * F u l l  Quadratic Specification **. 
r r . r r r * r * r r * * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * ~ * ~ ~ * * * * + * * * * ~ * * * * * * * * ~ * * * .  

proc reg data=poolr outest=coefl; 
model deiC= let let2 cf cf2 seq seq2 CY cv2 spr spr2 dp dp2 dens dens2 

If lse 1c7 lspr ldp fse fcv fspr fdp scv sspr sdp cspr cdp spa? 
ldns fdns sdns cdns spdns dpdns/vif toi a c m  ; 
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+*****r*r*~**f*rr*rr****~*..*~*~~*~********+*****~*+*~***. 

**Eliminate Observations Without Time or Voiume e*. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

data a l l p a ;  set a113; 
p a ~ e i t = F d t - a d t + p a d t + ~ d t : ;  
dp= budfoed+bnd+bod+r-d-rea-=r.a+r~~; 

if padel:=S ar.d vol>J iner .  de le - . e ;  
if ?acelz>3 and v o l = a  tnen ae-eLe; 

vol=pcl-ac:; 

. .  
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. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
**Calculate Variabilities for P / A  Delivery Model **  1 

**Full Quadratic Specification *'. 
*t**~rt***********r*rrt-rrr--r**i*ir******~~~*~**~******~*~**~*~. 

data elaspl; merge coefpl pregmean (drop=-TYPE-): 
ppadelt=intercept+pcl*mpcl+pcI2*mpcl'mpcl+act*mact+act2*mact*mact+dp"mdp+dp2*mdp 
*mdp 

+pact*mpci*mactipadp*mpcl*mdp+acdp+mact*mdp ; 

elasp=!pci*npcl +?*pcl2*;n~cl*mpc?+pact*mpcl*mact+pad~~mpcl+mdp~/ppadelt; 
elasa=(acr'mact +2*acr2'~act*mact~pact'mpcllmact+act+acdp*mact*mdp~/ppade~t; 
elasd=(dp'ndp -2*dp2?ndp%dp -padp*mpcl*mdptacdp*mact*mdp)/ppadelt; 

p r ~ c  pr in:  daca-elasp:; 
var XpadeLt pcacelr elasp elasa eiasd; 
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...... 
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. , ~ - ~ .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ~,I._. 2,-.i ...... I-._> .......... ~- 
.~ =-.-- .  - .  . ~ . ~_: _ii - . - . ~  .......... 

....... . ~ _ _  ~ .- . .  _ _  - ~ - =  ........ 

' 5  

:8 
19 
20 
21 
2 2  

. _  ..................................................................... 

NOTE: The rnfile TIMEOAT 1s: 

File Name=c:\Timepool Mask.prn, 
RECFM=V,LRECL=256 

NOTE: 36655 records were read f r o m  the i n f i l e  TIMEDAT. 
The m i n i m l i m  record length was 76. 
The maximum record length was 133. 

NOTE: The data set WORX.TIME1 has 36655 observations and 3 2  variables 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 0.87 seconds 
CFX time o . d a  sec3r.ds 
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4: 
4 3  
4 4  
4 5  
4 6  
4: 
48  
49 
5 0  
51 
5 2  
53 

proc  means noprint; by zip: date; id ZIP mode; 
var bud bed bnd bod rud rea rnd r3d 

lfdt cudt ncdt vmdt cedt dmdt nsr  p r t  ttft ntt ddtt trvlt 
rlt gct ect pdt adt padt oct Eat;; 

lfdt cudt ncdt vmdt cedt dmdt nst prt ttft ntt ddtt trvlt 
rlt gcr ect pdt adt padt oct nat n=sobs; 

output ou~=time3 mean=bud bed bnd bod rud red rnd rad 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
* *  Read in LF Volume Data * *=- * - * ;  
*****i****i*+**rr+l*(Irrrr*-rr-  

NCTE: There were 36655 observa t ;ons  read frm -he data set WORK.TIME2. 
NCTE: The data set WCXX.TIYIE3 h a s  36647 observatzons and 3 5  variables. 
NOTE: X O C S D U R Z  MEANS used: 

reai time 0 .  30 se,zsnds 
cpu t x e  3 .  '3 selznds 
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NOTE: T h e r e  were 40603  o b s e r v a t i o c s  read f r o m  the  da:a se t  w@KR.LT' ICL:.  
NOTE: T h e  d a t a  se t  W@RK.;FV@LZ has 40668 obse rva t ions  and : 2  v a r i a b l e s .  
NOTE: DATA s t a t emen t  used:  

r ea i  ::ne 0.10 sec?nds 
cpu t i m e  0 . 0 6  seconds 

7 5  p r o c  sort; by z i p r t  d a t e ;  

NOTE: T h e r e  were 4 0 6 6 8  obse rva t ions  read from t he  d a t a  set WORK.LFVOL2. 
NOTE: The d a t a  s e t  WORK.LiVCL2 has  40668 obse rva t lons  and : 2  v a r i a b l e s .  
NOTE: ?RCCZ:DE+E SORT used: 

real t i m e  0.35 seconds 
cpu ::ne 0 . ' 5  seccncs 
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. .  

3 2  
9 3  
9 4  
9 5  
96 
97 
9 8  
99 
100 
101 
102 
1 0 3  
104  
1 0 5  
? O b  
i 0- 
108 
1 O $  
# i J  

1 : '  
1 q 2  

j ' 4  
1 ' 5  

* . *  

. .  , ,  , -  
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128 DATA densel; infiie dense; 
1 2 9  input z i p  pop units land water: 
130 

NOTE: 

N O T :  

NCTZ: 
NCTC: 

The infile DENSE: is:  

?:le Name=c:Adensity Mask.prn 
Rx?M=- 'r ,  LRECL 2 5 6  

3:4;!  rec- rds  were read from t h e  i n f i l e  >ENS?. ... e minimum record length was 1 4 .  
-he max;mwn recsrd length was 3 2 .  
The data set WGXK.3ENSE: has 3 1 9 : 3  3bser7at:ons a d  5 variaL;es. 
3AT.4 sta:?men: used: 
rea l  t:ze 81. l 7 seconds 
~ 3 i  i_.. ._ . - p  ' 7 .  I9 secsfids 

*L. - 
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1 4 '  pric S O ~ :  2a:a=::xe:; a'! ?:E:: la:;.: 

NCTE: Tt'.ere vere :DO+ ~ b s e r 7 3 : i c n s  read fr:n :.*.e daL3 ;e: YCIX.:IYE3. 
NOTE: The data set WCRK.TINE? has 3 6 6 4 7  oOservations and 3 5  varLables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT , s e d :  

real time 1.39 seconds 
cpu Kine 0.17 sec3nds 

1 4 2  proc sort data=pavol3; by ziprt date; 

NOTE: There were 47531 observations read from the data set WORK.IAVOL3. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.IAVOL3 has 47531 observations and 1 6  variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 2 . 5 7  seconds 
cpu time 0.15 seconds 

143 proc sor: data=lfvo;3; by ziprt daye; 

NOTE: There were 40653 observations read f rom the daca set WORK.LFVOL3. 
NOTE: The da-a sec WORX.L?VCL? has 40653 observations and 1 0  liar-ables. 
NCTC: PROC3ZURE SCR? xed: 

rea1 r x e  0 . : 4  secmds 
c-4 z.lae 0 . ' 4  seczcds 
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.... 

. -  - . - -  
, .  
1 -i 

, 0 :, 
, .  
. * .  
1 8 -  
18:. 
183 
1 8 4  
1 8 5  
1 8 6  
187 

189 
190 

1 ea  

. . . . . . . . . . .  
..~2 . =  A _ _ .  ~ i.. , 

.-.- . ~ . ..... , .~ ~. - . ,  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ,  .. _ _  1 .-=" .- ~ . . .  
~. . _ _ = _  < , --,a- --- - . _*a:. ~- -. ...... . 

LT seq<: 1.73r. sqc=. ; 
~5 s s r s < 3  :?.en icrs=.; 
L f  del: < 2 :he?. -el:=.: 
li dp < 3 :hen iep=.; _ _  C" < ,I -.hen C'J = .; 
dei~=lfdt+cudt+ncdt+vmdt-ce~:-dmdt ; 
dp= budtbedtbndtbodtrud-red*raa+rod; 
let=cl+dpsl; 
spr=sprs; 
cv=sl~ml+sf~mf+exp+pr'cothp; 

_ c  

NGTC: Missing values were generated as a result of performing an operation on 
missing values. 
Each place is given by: (Number of times) at (Line): IColumnI . 
15 at 1 8 6 : 7  

NGTC: There were 31047 observations read from the data set WGRK.ALL. 
NCTC: The data seL WORK.ALL has 37041 observations ana 62 variables. 
NCTE: DATA statement used: 

real time 3 . 1 7  seconds 
c m  rime 3 . 1 4  secmds 
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2. j grzc ne3r.s ?.ocr:.-.:; c~ L;? ia:?: 
2 : :  v a r  de:: Inr cf seq sgr Z.T 3.x 2s i? . ;zs  x a r e r  .ar.c: 
2:: oucpuc cu:=cooir sum = de:: Le: z 5  seq 3g1 sc'i E-.< :p  IS 'wa:zr -a:.c 
21 3 mean = adel :  ale: acf aseq a sp r  ac'r ab::< adp a u ? . i t ~  awatsr 
2 ? 3 !  a1ar.a n=nr:s: 
2: 4 
2: 5 
2 i  6 
21, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

2 1 9  C * I * * 1 * * I * * * * . ~ * * . * l * * * ~ * * - * * * * * * ~ * * ~ * ~ * * * * * * . + * * * .  

220 

NOTE: There were 30087 o b s e r v a t i o n s  read from the d a t a  set W@RK.ALL. 
NCTE: The data set W@RK.P@@LR has 1545 observa:-ons and 2 1  v a r i a b l e s  
NOTE: PRCCEDURE MEANS used:  

. . ,  . . .  
. . ,  . . .  

218 **Csnstruct  Higher Order  Terns *I. 

reai t i m e  0.99 seconds 
cpu t i m e  3 . 3 7  sec3nds 
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255 
25: 

NCTE: 
NCTE : 
NOTE : 

There w e r e  1 5 4 5  abservatlans read from :ne da;a s e t  YCXX.?CGL?. 
The da:a s e t  WORK.PCOL2 h a s  1545 sbservat~ons and 38  variables. 
DATA sratement used: 
rea1 time 0.834 seconds 
cpu time 0.04 seconds 

258 proc means; 
259 var delt let cf seq cv spr dp dens; 
260 output out=regmean mean=mdelt mlet mcf mseq mcv mspr mdp mdens; 
26?  
262 
2 6 3  *1**rrlr*r**r****.**rr*l********~~.*~*+******~*****+~*. 

264 **Estimate the  Pooled Regular Delivery Model +*; 
265 **Full Quadratic Specifica:lon 
266 * r * l f * - r r r r * l r * r - r ( r * * ~ ~ * ~ * ~ * * + * * ~ * ~ * * * ~ * . * * ~ ~ ~ * * - .  

267 

NCTE: There were 7 5 4 5  observa t i ons  read f r o m  the data s e t  WORK.POOLR. 
NCTE: The da:a set WORK.REGXEAN has 1 observa~lons and 10 -iarlables. 
NCTE: PRCCZDUXZ MEANS .xed: 

*+ .  

r e a l  t x e  0.78 seconds 
cpl i  t;ne C.14 seconds 
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.. 2 3  --"- ~. _c rsz :z:3 =c:>.r : ' - : ? s : = : : ? : . ;  
25: 
I__ " '  ncc5e- : e - : =  :*L : e : :  :: 71- is? seq: 2'; --I: szr 31212 >= IC- -e?;  ie?.s::.,-:: 
is?! r:: 3 c 3 Y ;  

284 
2 8 5  
2 8 6  *.r*f+*__*--*+..*_.*_______________ll_lf~.~.*~**~~.**~*~.*. 

287 **Calcula:e 'Jariabilitles fr Xegular Delivery Model ** ;  

289  ~ I * * * l * l * * * * * . ~ * t l * i . * ~ * ~ ~ * * * * ~ * * * . ~ * * ~ * * * ~ ~ * + * * ~ ~ ~ * ~ ~ * ~ * * .  

290 

WARNING: The variable -NKME- or -TYPE- exists In a data set that is no: 
TYPE=C3RR, COV, SSCP, etc. 

NOTE: 1 5 4 5  observations read. 
NOTE: 1 5 4 5  observations used in computations. 
NOTE: There were 1 5 4 5  observatiocs read from the data s e t  WOXK.POOLR. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.CCEF2 has 1 observations and 20 variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE REG used: 

- - -  ~ 
. .  - - ~  

288 * * F u l l  Quadratic Specificaticn * - .  

real time 0.14 seconds 
CDC tine 0 . 3 3  secsnds 

29' p r a c  ? r i n r  daca=coef' ; 
2 c ;  

NCTZ: There 'were 3bserva:l3nJ :Pad frcm -he 3ata set WORK.ZOEF1 
NOTE: IJ3CCE2UXE 3 I N T  used: 

rea- :;:?e ' 1 .33  sec3nds 
3 .'I' sec3ncs ill :;me --.. 
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... 

3 2 4  pr3c  print a a t a = e l a s c a l . :  
3 2 5  liar mdel: ?del: elasl ? l a s f  e l a s s  e lasc  e l a s p  e las t i  e l a s d n s  ; 
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-- ...=--=- -. = - - -  .- ~. 
-.. . . *c--.ssc 

_. . ' . i-.s--srs;--,c~-s-~,ctl; 

, 2 ,', 

_ _ r _ _ C _ r  .jlr __--r-_.l ~. __I^. ~ ._ ~-~ :.."-,c ____. _ _ _ _  ._^_.,..= ") --. --. ...II. _-.. .a". 2-. . .  - .  .. . .. .., _ _  I _I_ . . . ~ ~  . - ~  - _. 

.-- 
__ ,  ~ . ,A 

- .I 
3 4 '  e:as:=>,:ec--?:sr A2-:eL:*?,iS:-x:=: ?e3 
342 eLasf= (c:'ncf ti'cf2'7,cf-ncf:. Fael:;  
3 4 3  eiass=(seq*nseq + 2 * s e q ; . ~ s e q ~ n s e q : , ~ a e ~ ~ ;  
344 elasc= (CY*TICV +2*c l r2  *mcv*-ncv> lpdei :: 
345 elasp=lspr*nspr +2*s~ri~~spr*msprl:gaei:; 
346 eia.sd=(dp*mdp +2*dpZ*mdp*rndp)/pdeI:; 
347 elasdns=idens*mdens +2-dens2.mdens*mdens)/pdelt; 
348 
349 
350 

NOTE: There were 1 obser-Jatlons read from the daca set WORX.COEF2. 
NOTE: There were 1 observations read from the data set WORK.REGMEAN. 
NOTE: The data set WORK.ELASCAL2 has 1 observations and 37 variables. 
NOTE: DATA statement used: 

reai time 0.31 seconds 
czu ::me 0 . 0 1  seconds 
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3 7 3  pr-c so-:; Z:J z:? 3a:s: 
3 7 1  
2 ; :  .*r*._*l-l*_._..l*_.____________________*-~*~~.~~~.~.. 

376  * *  Creaie Zip Cade - 3a:r 3aia Ser f>r Zsi:na::a~.*-": 
377 **__.f(f_*.*_Il*.**.rltlll-fl-lftl-----r.*.~*~-*~*.-. 

NOTE: There were 26072 observacions read f r o m  the data se: W0RK.ALLP.R. 
NOTE: The data set WCRK.ALLPA has 26572 observa::ons and 5 5  variables. 
NOTE: PROCEDURE SORT used: 

real time 2.10 seconds 
CDU time 0.21 seconds 

378 proc means noprin:: by zip date: 
379 var padeit pcl act dp; 
380 output o u r = p o o l r  sum = padelt p c l  act dp mean = apadeit apcl aact adp; 
381 

383 **Elimina;e Z;p lodes w;th NO Jarcels, NO Accauntables o r  * *  
384  **  NO Parcel/Accouniable Delivery Time 

3 8 2  ***f*****~***+******I*t*rllfrlr**l**+r**~******~+*~*********; 

385 **_-.**.+f******_*l***-l--(ll***lllll*f-~***~*~~-*-*~**-~~**. 

3 a i  

*1. 

NCTE: T.h.ere jiere 25072 obser.rat:sns read from iie daia set WORK.ALLP.9. 
NCTE: The dara ser W03X.PCCLX nas i o 2 9  abservacions and 12 variables. 
N0-Z: ?RCCECLXZ XEANS ,xed: 

reaA -:.?e 3 . 5 4  secxds 
z;u time ,3. 37  sec$r.ds 
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406 proc means; 
407 var padelt pcl act dp; 
406 output out=prepean mean-mpadelt mpcl macc mdp; 
409 
41 0 
4 1 ,  tr~r***r*+*~****rr* . - -* lr******r- lr*rr*-* .  

412 **EstimaLe the Pooled ?A Delivery Model**; 
4 1 3  ****_f*******_***********l*ltl*t*. 

41 4 

NCTE: Thern were 1535 observations read From the data se;  WCRK.PGOLZ. 
NOTE: The daca s e t  WGRK.?REGMEAN has 1 obse:va:rons ana 6 variables. 
NCTE: PSOCCDURC MEANS used: 

rea; ::ne 0 . 9 1  seconds 
, c m  rime 0 . 3 1  seconds 

4 1 5  ?:cc r e g  dara=pooiz outesr=coefpi; 
4 ‘ 6  model pace::= pcl pcl2 act act2 dp dp2 pact padp acdp/v:f rol acov ; 
‘I.- 
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434 p r x  print da:a=elaspl; 
435 var mpaaelt ppadelr elasp alasa elasd; 
435 
437 
438 
439 KU.1; 

NCTZ: There xer2  ; obser-~aticns read F r 3 n  rhe iata =e: NCRK.X.AS?: 
NOTE: P3CCE2UE ??.IN? ssea: 

r e a l  t x e  0. 'IO sec3nds 
'I. 3 0  seê IT.dS L'L .-,,,e -".. -.- 



2 2 0 4  

SAS LISTING 

Root  MSE 60327 R-Square 0. @Si0 
Dependent Mean 222595 Adj R-Sq 0 . 8 4 8 6  
coeff V a r  27 .101  63 

ParameLer Estimates 

Parameter Standard 
VarLaoLe 3 F  Est-rnare _ _ _  ---or : value Pr > It! Tolerance  

1 n t e r c e p c  1 
- e r  

Cf 
C f 7  
seq 
seq; 

- L.. 

'̂, 

- i ? 4 : 6  5 : 7 0 . 3 ? 9 6 7  -2.50 0.0096 
1.655173 10.3751':: 4.38 <.3001 

S.30000332 3 .  S C C O 0 4 :  9 0 . 7 9  0 . 4 2 7 6  
I .:7a35 s . s .  a 4  2 2.17 0.0209 

.NO. 3 0 0 0 7 3 3 3 -3.75 0.3002 
1 . 1515166 rl. 5-984 1.36 0.1729 

iC .3CC33C15 0. ?0CO'63? I . 8 4  0.0664 
2. 3 9 9 2 3  ' .I51084 2.66 0.30751 

'1 . 3  0 0 3.9 5 3 

0 . 3 2 3 0 6  
0.3: 0 5 4  
0.03530 
O.J?i?i 
0.37592 
3.21 725 
0.0407: 
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Z E ' E -  
Z C ' O -  
0 0 '  1 
8 5 ' 1 -  
66.5 
L E ' L  
L L ' P  
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_ "  i - c r  
f n p  

sspr  
sdp 
c sp r  

SC'J 

cd? 
sedp 
ldns  
fdns 
sdns 
cdns 
spdns 
dpdns 
The SAS 

. -  - - _  ~ 

1; -z--: 

31_3i5<-! 

12.35422 
:9:05-: 
10.29057 
30.35353 

1 92.26aii 

. . _ ~ _ I  _ _  
.__._ 

, .:, 3: 

1 20.12307 
1 1 1  .2667l 
1 2.72678 
1 7.67486 
1 9.510907 
1 20.38741 

System 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MOCEL1 
Dependent Variable: d e l t  

Cons-stent C3var;ance o f  Estinates 

Var 1 ib 1 e 1n:ercept le: l e t 2  Cf cf2 

I n t e r z e c :  12373313.908 -268.578596 -0.300703507 -17.61988476 0.0020465008 
1,: -268.079506 0.2551319892 6.1840511E-7 -0.255181102 1.6628809E-6 
12:: -3.10070;507 6.28405; IF-; 2.3181'8E-11 -2.104808E-7 1 .4001815-' 1 

3.3020465008 ' . i 6 2 5 8 5 ? E - 5  1.40Cl8~E-1: -8.447262-6 5.942056E-:3 
521 - 5 3 3 . 7 0 9 7 4 3 5  i.3415j78453 -5.394829E-7 -0.039712221 1.2063097E-6 

SI -1i.6198a176 -0.255ia:ioi -2.104e08~-7 0.8225748138 -8.44726~-6 ..;, _ _ _  
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The SAS Syscem 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable: del: 

' Jarlaole 

cf 
cf. 
sea 
seqi 
CV 

-I" -1 

spr 
s c r ?  
5C 

CansLstent Covariance sf Zstirnates 

seq seq2 =-I z.12 
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Consistent Covariance of Es::rnates 

V a r i a b l e  

spr 
spr2 
dp 
dF 2 
dens 
dens2 

lse 

0.00~089414a 
- 1  .79765aE-8 
0.0000113368 
1 .738268E-I0 
0.00002994:l 
- 1  ,298678E-7 
-3.31 6 ;  9E-1 1 

8.3345336-1: 
2.28713;?5-9 
-1 .496:45 . :3  
- 5 . 2 0 5 2 3 1 - 1 0  
-5.10?79E-I: 
-'.5:31372-3 
9 . 7 7 A :  925- 1 .  

7 . 5 8 ! 9 9 6 E - 3 0  

l spr  

0.0004640313 
-2.495928E-6 
0.0000917794 
8.7236284E-9 

9.6 j 7 :  651  2.7 

2.297: 31 I Z-9 
2.378C1622-9 
2.06630662-7 
- 3 . 7 0 5 6 6 7 2 - 9  
-:.5865822:-9 
-5.84':08E-9 
-2.795,~,8~:-' 
3.38631 672.3 

- a .  3 o : 7 7 4 7 a 5 

2.51:581~:-9 

0.0001040594 
-1  .875093E-8  
0.0000223749 
- 3 . 8 1  5258Z-9 
-0.000140709 
-8.314584E-3 
1.300346E-:O 
-1 .4?614E-:0 
1.628904E-10 
-3.708667E-3 
2.299621E-3 

1 .3901?3E-10 
2.90959lE-11 
4.8793586E-9 
-2.149448E-9 
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Consistent Covariance of Estimates 

VarLable f s e  fcv fscr fdp SCY 

dp 2 
dens 
dens2 
If 
lse  
1 C'J 
ISF' 
Id-, 
fSP 
fc,, 
fsFr 
za-, 

s s c r  
SCF 

tsar 

-. 

scv 

ci!: 
spcp 

1.19881 7E-9 
0.0004808008 
-1.751855E-7 
-5.57469E-10 
9.7741 92E-11 
3 .738626s -10  

-2.149448E-9 
- 1  .36443E-10 
- 1  .689742-10 

7.7997809E-3 
-2.59028E-10 
7.324108E-10 
1 .?87534E-:O 
- 1 . 1 9 5 4 3 5 E - 3  
-1.7846485-9 

7.98631 6 7 ~ - 9  

-2.444607~-a 

-z.j09aoi~-3 

-2.487773E-9 
-0.oo003ai3 
-1.88ao56~-7 

1 . 3 6 8 3 9 E - 1 0  
1 .295783E-10 
-4.25544E-10 
-3.1514E-3 

6 .875641  E - ' 0  
1 .240084E-l 1 
1.0542739E-3 
-6.143355E-? 

4.1382021E-9 
-9.27253E-10 
-3.21 5062-1 0 

-2.21 9566Z-3 
3.3081 6661-3 

-2.5902a~-10 

4.6812038-3 
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. _ L  :zuzz-3 

.___ ..... 

. . .  . . . .  . . . .  

.~ ~ 

~ . ~~ .- . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
. . .  . 

. . . .- . ~. . - .  
. .  . .  ~. -~ 

~~ - 
. . . . .  . . . . . .  

. . .  .~ - .  . . .  ~ . 
. . ~  .~~~ .. . . . . . . . .  

. . .  . . .  _ _  . . .  . . . . . . . .  

. . .  
~ .:-I .I- 

. . . . . . . . . .  _ ,  .-  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  

C c n s i s t e n t  :>variance 3 f  E s t i m a t e s  

V a r  i a0 le sspr scp  cspr cdp spdp 

If 
lse  
ICV 
lspr 
l dp  
fse 
f cv 
fspr 
fdp 
SC' I  

SSFr 
sd? 
cspr 
CC? 
SOCP 
152s 
fd2S 
s c n s  

spcns 
C C I S  

-3.14337E-11 
- 1  .184054E-9 
2.4371668-10 
- 1  .781916E-9 
1 .14865iE-10 
2.654769E-10 

3.0903264E-9 

-3.21 5062-1 0 

2.308a64~-10 

i .ga75a4~-10 

-;.440448~-a 
7.oa25747~-3 

-3.09584~-9 
-6.3098098-3 

-2.681328Z-3 
-6.33803E-3 

4.62231422-3 
-3.36-6'32-3 

-7.30ac352-7 
-3.jaczi5z-a 

-2.0321715E-9 

-2.461167E-8 

4.3001006E-3  

-1.4aia62~-9 

-~.974a83~-a 

-3 .a31 O O ~ E - ~  
3.5829572~-a 
1 .6311311E-7 
- 1  -195435E-2 

4 . 6 8 1  i03E-8 
1.7756189E-7 
-6.3098096-9 
1.26;96a;~-i 
-1.343a052-a 
9.35741 5 ? 2 - 7  
2.21 44331Z:-? 
-2.399223E-3 

- 1  .75?198-7 
1 . 2 6 ' 3 2 4 5 2 - 6  
5.94c: 2 2 : 2 - 5  

-2.22584~-9 
-1.312952E-9 
-2.12364E-10 
-8.540658-10 
6.3820536E-9 
- 1  .784648E-9 
-2.21 9566E-9 
2.a771792~-a 
-3.09584E-9 
-i.o49ao5~:-a 
1.3765565E-2 
-;.10~22~-a 
-2.31 a243E-3 

a.405no9E-? 
2.3445442-3 

1 .3669457E-7 
5.20338928-3 

9.13986752-3 

-1 . 6 3 5 0 0 7 E - 8  

-1 ,660262E-3 
3.42283498-3 
2.76112082-9 

-s.i9oa42~-9 

-2.72ai02~-7 

-4.8600552-7 
-3.669aoiz-a 
3. 5 o a i  666z-a  

-2.681 3232.3 

6-321 7aea~-j 

4.75140328-5 

9 . 8 5 7 4 :  513-7 
-3.102622E-3 

1 . 132866SE-7 
-: .44:4732-7 
-3.75291 7E-7 

- 0 . 3 0 0 0 3 8 ~ 3  
3.2sa23a9~-7 
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l s p r  

fse 
f C "  

fspr 
fdp 

sspr 
sde 
cspr 
cdp 
sFdP 
1dr.s 
f a n s  
Sals 
cdrs 

dpd-s 

l dp  

scv 

SFdnS 

3.9271248E-7 
-6.31 3344E-'? 
-9.285568E-9 
1 .1246448-8 
-6.8563538-7 
4.2299971 E - 9  
2.0617888-9 
-3.2742E-7 

-6.a3803~-9 
2.21  4 4 3 3 1 E - 7  
-2.318243E-a 
1.1328865E-7 
2 . 1 0 8 1 4 7 8 E - 6  
- 1  . 8 3 8 8 8 E - 6  

- 1 . 7 3 2 9 E - 7  
- 1  .627631E-i 
3.582286iE-6 
- 4 . 2 0 6  145-6 

-2.291 043E-7 

1 .78481338-3 
1.67367488-8 
1 .2362355E-6 
-8.2538448-8 

- 1  ,91744E-8 
7,59940662-9 
4.6923142E-9 
- 2 . 3 8 9 2 2 3 E - a  
2.544544E-8 
-1.44'478E-7 

- 1  .83888E-6 
0 . 0 0 0 0 1 4 2 3 1 1  
7.'349823E-7 
-5.405; 5aE-3 
-3.200C35434 
-3. '4?39<E.S 

1 .64-~39~-a 

. . . . . . .  . .... ..._ . . .  , , . . - . . . . - ~ -  ~. .- . .~ 

. .. ." .... .... - = . .  .;..-: ,. - ~ = =  

~. .-  

. . . . . . . . . .  . .  -~ . . .~ 
. . . . . . . .  . . .  . . .  

~. ~. . ..... ..., . . . . . .  
~. . - .. .~ ~, - -  
. . . .  ~- . . . ~  . . .  . . . . . .  - . . . . . . . . . .  
. .  . . -~  - ,  .. 

. _. . -. .- ~ 

.~ . . .  . . . . .  - .  . 
. . . . . . . .  . ~ - -  . . . . . .  

~~ . .  ~- . 
~ . .  

~ . -  
~ ~ . . ~  .... ..... . .~ ~~ - . . . . . .  ........ . . . . . . .  

7.092123E-9 
-1 .3206262-8 
-2.83744E-8 

7.22960858-3 
1.0570063E-8 
-2.291 356E-7 
-3.J67613E-8 
-1 . 7 5 3 1 9 E - 7  
8.4057'09E-9 
-3.752917E-7 

- 1  .7029E-J 
i.! 3 4 ? 8 2 3 8 - 7  
0.0000225248 
1 
-S.?OCI 2 7 - ?  2 

. < 2 4 , : @ 2 z - ?  

-6.61 9574E-9 
-8.3791428-9 
-4.8679948-2 
-4.688266E-8 
1 .0086731E-7 
1 .2653987E-7 
-8.6803768-8 
1 , 2 6 1  0 2 4 6 E - 6  
1.8669457E-7 
3.25823898-7 
- 1  . 6 3 7 6 3 1 E - 6  
-5.405158E-3 
1 . 1  9 5 5 2 5 7 Z - 6  
0.L100015?22 
- 0.00 0 0 3 5a6 

4.9468463E-6 

1 . 1 1  '25912-3 
-5.7270928-7 
0.0000230798 
- 7  .189224E-6 
-1 .78451E-7 
0.0000142796 
-7.8080352-7 
6 . 9 4 0 1  201E-6 

-0.000O3B13 
5.2033893~-a 

a.5822862~-a 
- 0 . 3 0 0 0 3 5 4 3 4  
-0 . o o o .  2 7 7 . 2  

- 3 . 3 0 0 0 3 5 2 6  
5 . 3 '  ?2?3.l035 
-0. ]GO?? 3 5 3  
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Var:aC-r 

fC,f 

f s p r  
fdp 

sspr 
sdp 
cspr 
cap 
spdp 
ldns 
fdns 
sdns 
cdns 
spdns 
dcdns 

scv 

cpdr.8 

- 3 . 4 7 8 8 8 8 E - 3  
1.45329658-7 

2 . 4 1 9 5 8 E - i  
7 . 5 5 5 1 3 6 3 E - 8  
- 3 . 8 5 1 2 3 2 E - 7  

4 . 4 1 4 3 2 3 B - 8  
2 . 2 8 6 0 5 2 8 E - 5  
- 4 . 2 0 6 1 1 4 E - 6  
- 3 . 7 4 9 3 9 4 E - 6  

1 . 4 2 4 0 0 2 E - 6  
4 . 9 4 6 8 4 6 3 8 - 6  

- 0 , 3 0 0 3 ' 8 5 3  
~ . 3 C C C 2 5 2 " 4  

?he SA3 Syscern 

The REG Ir3cscl;re 
Mcdel: "ICDE2' 
Decencenz 7ar;aw-e: d e l -  
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Intercept 1 
let 
let2 
Cf 1 
c f 2  
seq  1 
seq2 
cv 1 
cv2 1 
spr 1 
The SAS System 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable: 

3 
2 :  . 4 4 - 5 5  
1 3  .J9305 
1 5 . 8 9 2 8 2  
7 1 . 9 8 3 9 2  

3 . 6 9 4 ’  2 
3 . 5 0 0 5 9  
4 . 4 7 3 8 1  
4 . 0 7 4 7 3  
7 . 9 6 2 1  1 

del :  
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0.3OCS37;816 
-0.156':26?1 
6.3291 81 3E-5 
9.3250687553 
-0.00! 596233 

Csnsisrent Covariance >f Ss::mates 

Var : at 1 e seq seq2 CY cv2 

Intercegt  
l e t  
l e t 2  
Cf 
Cf' 

seq 

seq2 

iv:. 
spr 
sp:2 
dp 
da 2 
decs 

C - i  

ser 
1 1  269.655581 
-0.52a210aoj 

-0.345092~87 
5 . 3 2 7 2 0 1 7 E - 6  

-4.026:29E-6 
9.32009387?3 

-0.000012979 
- 1  . 963677855  

- 0 . 0 7  1 3 98 : 33 

0.0002109735 
15.188566953 

-8.235705735 



2216 

.... . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . .  .. - . . . . .  .. . . . . .  . - ... -~ - .. - . .  " 
. . . . . . . . . . .  . -  . . . .  . . . .  -. ~- . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  ... . .  . . . . .  

~~ 

.- .~ 
.- 

. -~ ........... ~~ ...;. - 1 .  . . . . . . . . . . .  

~- .. . . . .  -~ . - . -  . . ~  . 
. . . . . . . . .  -.. - ~ - - -  1 .. . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . .  
, .  . - ~ ,  . -  . .  --- 

ic. 

.,... . . . . . .  = 3 

- .  

~. . .  . . . .  .~ . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  
~ .. 

. . . . . .  . .- .. . . . . . . . .  
~ ~ .- - 

~ . . . .  ...... 7 2 
, ...... __.. .... . . . . . . . .  - -  - . . . .  - . . . .  . . .  

. . . . .  - .... ... . . . .  ... _ _ _ _  . . ....... . . - . . - . - 



LTZZ 



2218 

. . . .  . .  . .  . . . . . .  - ,  . . . . . .  

..... - . -  . .  ~ . 
_ -  . . -  . . . .. .. . . . . .  
. . . . .  

.:-:.: 
. . ~ . .  . ,  . 
. , ~  . - -  . . .  

....... 
.~ 

~ . .  - _ -  . ~ .  , 

~~.~ ~ ..... . 
. ~ ,  

. . . . .  . -_ 
. . . .  . . . .  . ,  . , ,  . . . .  

. . . .  . . . . .  .. . -  . . .  

-" pL:2 

ac: 
acc2 
dp 
dp 2 
pact 
padp 
acdp 
The SAS 

The REG Procedure 
Model: MODEL1 
Dependent Variable:  padelt  

COnS;Stenl Covariance of Estimates 

Variaole Intercept p c l  pcl2 act  acr2 

Inter 
pc l  
pc l2  
ac-. 
acr2 
ac 
dc: 
pac: 
pad? 
Kdp 

ceoc 176503.55468 
39.583780979 
0.0707848448 
-!6?.921179! 
- 3 . 7 5 9 2 6 5 8 2 5  
- 4 .  . 4 7 9 3 2 7 3 1  
3.300403275 

- 3 . 3 4 4 1  987.9 
3 . 3  563 5 2 59 3 2 
0. '1 9 7 9 5 5 i 4 3 

39.583780979 
24. i 36847455 
-0.90880578 

- 7  2 . 8 2 9 8 0 8 1 6  
0 . 3  1 06 3 5 3 5 3 3 
-~.26a889971 
8.6853076Z-6 
3.305131 :056 

0.0707848448 
-0 .00880578 
0.0000103958 
0.0131598775 
-0.000041 743 
0 . 3 0 0 0 : 5 5 2 3 8  
- 1 . 1  17251E-3 
-0.3001 20381  
8.9937459E-7 
1 . 3 0 2 8 3 6 4 E - 6  

- 1  69.921 1793 
- 1  3.82880816 
0.0131538775 
120.1751 2042 
-0.24807765 
-0,544026496 
1 ,3495964E-6 
-0 .180165303 
0.0018302959 
-0.90054502 

-0.759265325 
0.0106353533 
-0.000041743 
-0.24807-65 
0 .001  091 8'8 
0.3018027002 
6.99279635-8 
0.00071 1 1 9 . 2  
-3.0033025-6 
-0.900026-3 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6. QUESTION 6 

6. The response to Interrogatory OCAIUSPS-T14-5 provides values and SAS 
code for the marginal delivery time for each shape for the "regular full and 
restricted quadratic delivery models." The response to interrogatory 
ADVOIUSPS-T14-2. also provides a copy of the SAS Log for the program 
"Estimating Delivery Equations." Please provide the values of the marginal and 
average delivery times for eacn shape (including large parcels and accountables) 
for each of the alternate models requested in Interrogatory OCAJUSPS-T14-11 
and discussed in Section G of witness Bradley's testimony in USPS-T-14. Also, 
provide the SAS Logs showing the calculations of the reported marginal and 
average costs. For the Translog specification. please provide the values of the 
aggregate marginal delivery time and the SAS Log of those calculations. Please 
elaborate on the significance of marginal cost estimates for these moaels. 
especially in the cases 'mere a negative marginal cost IS calculated. 

RES P 0 N S E : 

The regular aelivery h e  and parceliaccounraole delivery time equations are 

multi-product func!ions reflecting the fact thar ::ty carrier delivery invoives ;he 

simultaneous delivery of several classes of mail. In a multi-product firm, the 

concept of an individual product's average cost is not defined. Similarly. in a 

multi-product time function the concept of an individual products average time is 

not defined. For example, the natural approach to calculating an average time 

would be to find the volume variable time for an individual class or subclass and 

divide by its volume. However, substitution of the definition of volume variable 

cost shows that this ratio produces marginal cost, not average cost: 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6. QUESTION 6 

Consequently, it is not possible to provide the requested average times. The 

marginal times are well defined. however and are provided in the following tabie. 

For purposes of comparison. I also include the marginal times for the 

recommended models provided in the responses to OCNUSPS-T14-5 and 

OCAIUSPS-T14-5. 

1 

Recommended Moael 

Fixed Effects 

Rcure Level 

Alternative Volume 

Including DOW Effects 

Cross Section 

Weighted: $f of Routes 

Weighted:l/ # of Routes 

Including Prob. Zips 

Translog (Agg. Volume) 

Recommended Model 37.80 

Marginal Times Alternative Regular Delivery Time Specifications 

. 39 1 36 132 4 00 3 56 
Letters Flats Seauenced Collecrion Srrall Parcels CPS 

80.56 ' 

i 38.50 89.10 ~ 

31.36 95.59 ~ 

, 
I 
I 38.77 

Fixed Effects 

Cross Section 

Weighted: #of  Routes 

Weighted:ll # of Routes 76.86 , 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6. QUESTION 6 

Please note that the forming the response to rhe information request required 

calculating over 50 marginal times from 13 different econometric regressions. 

Consequently. !t was far more efficient to calculate the marginal Times in Excel 

that in SAS. The formula used to calculate the marginal time is embodied in the 

attached Excel program but is presented here for clarity: 

Where MT, is the mean time for produc: "i"  in specification 'j,' E, ,  is the ,variability 

for produc! "i" in specification "j ," vij is the average volume for product '7" in 

specification "j," and Ty (v .k') is the delivery time for specification j evaluated at 

the mean values for volumes and non-volume variables (X). Please also note 

that in the case of the mean centered translog. qj ( V , X )  

the estimated intercept from the translog equation. 

_ _  

_ _  
= epo , where PO is 

A review of the marginal times from the various specifications reveals that they 

support the proposed approach to measuring street time variabilities, in general, 

and specifically help justify the selection of the recommended variabilities. First, 

the existence of negative marginal costs in the route level analysis and the cross- 

sectional analysis helps emphasize that these econometric approaches are not 

appropriate for the estimation of street time variabilities on the CCSTS data set. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6. QUESTION 6 

The cross sectional approach dramatically reduces the data available to estimate 

the equation and may therefore exacerbate the multicollinearity problem inherent 

in the delivery volume data. The route level analysis not only has a negative 

marginal cost (which does not make intuitive sense) but also very low marginal 

times. This most likely reflects the fact that a route level analysis does not 

capture the full response of carrier street time to changes in volume. A 

comparison of the marginal times from the recommend model with the remaining 

specifications (save the translog which nas oniy aggregate volume ana wII be 

discussed below) shows that ;he marginal times from the recommendea model 

are bounded by the other marginal times. In addition. despite the iac: :hat 

different specifications and econometric approaches were taken, the overall 

results are quite robust. For example, calculating the average for the marginal 

times across the alternative approaches (after first eliminating the approaches 

that produced negative marginal times) produces values that are close, although 

a little lower, than marginal times from the recommended model. For letters, the 

average alternative marginal time is 1.21 seconds as compared with 1.39 

seconds for the recommended model. For flats the two marginal times are 1.31 

and 1.36, respectively. The average alternative marginal time for sequenced 

mail is 0.68 seconds relative to the marginal time from the recommended model 

of 0.82 seconds. Finally, the average alternative marginal times for collected 

mail and small parcels are 3.34 seconds and 7.46 seconds, respectively, which 

compare with marginal times from the recommended model of 4.0 seconds and 

9.53 seconds. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 6, QUESTION 6 

The ?ranslog model has only a single aggregate volume term with an assoc:ated 

marginal time of 1.23 seconds. Because this voiume measure IS an aggregate of 

all shapes, it is difficult to provide an intuitive interpretation. but given that letters 

and flats dominate the volume vec!or. it is reassuring that the calculated marginai 

time is close to the letter and flat marginal times. 

The results for the parceliaccountable delivery eauation mirror those for :he 

reguiar delivery equation in rhe sense that the recommended delivery time ' s  :n 

the middle of the distribution or marginai rimes across all specrfications ana :ha1 

the averages marginal times from other specifications parallel the marginal times 

from the recommended model. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

1. Please provide an Excel version of the SAS file that contains the set of 
ZIP Codes that were ultimately used by witness Bradley to estimate his 
regular delivery variability model. 

a. 

b. 

Please list the ZIP codes contained in this file. 

Using those ZIP Codes, please fill in the table below. 

ZIP Maximum I #Routes 

L 
j 1 )  I (2) 

For each ZIP: 

Minimum 
# Routes 
Observed 

(3) 

Daily 
Percent of 

Max 
Routes 

Observed 
(Averaged) 

(4) 

Total Days Minimum Daily 1 
Percent of , 

Max 
Routes i 
Used 

(Averaged) 
(8) 

Column 1 should show the encrypted ZIP Code. 
Column 2 should show the maximum possible number of routes that could 

Column 3 should show the minimum number of routes for which 

Column 4 should show the daily routes for which observations were 

have been observed on any day within the sample period. 

observations were recorded on any day within the sample period. 

recorded as a percentage of maximum possible routes averaged over all of the 
days in the sample period, for which some data were recorded. 

Column 5 should show the number of days for which observations were 
recorded. 

Column 6 should show the number of observed days on which less than 
the maximum possible number of routes were observed. 

Column 7 should show the minimum number of routes for which 
observations were actually used for modeling purposes, recorded on each day 
within the sample period. 

Column 8 should show the daily routes actually used for modeling 
purposes as a percent of maximum possible routes averaged over all of the days 
in the sample period. 

RESPONSE: 

The data set, in Excel format is attached as 

'POIR.8.Q.l .Regression.Data.Set.xls". 
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a 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

The requested listing is provided below: 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POIR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

b. 

that to assist the Commission in its evaluation of the data, the table has been 

augmented to provide additional information. First, please note that three 

separate data sets were collected and constructed in the CCSTS: a time data 

set, a letterlflat volume data set and a parcellaccountable data set. Thus, the 

attached file provides the requested "Minimum # of Routes Observed" for each of 

the three data sets. This is useful information because it illustrates that the 

primary source of attrition was in the time data, not in the volume data. (This is 

highlighted in the table presented below which includes the average values 

across all Zip Codes). 

The requested file is attached as "POIR.8.Q.l b.Table.xls". Please note 

Similarly. the requested "Daily Percent of Max Routes Observed 

(Averaged)" is also provided separately for each of the three data sets, as are the 

requested "Total Days Observed." and "Days -= Max Obs." Finally. review of the 

requested data revealed that there were instances of "Days < Max Obs." which 

conveyed different amounts of information. For example, suppose that a Zip 

Code has 25 routes. If there were missing data for 20 routes that would be a day 

with less than maximum observations. However, if there were missing data for 

just 1 route, that too would be a day with less than maximum observations. It 

seems reasonable that these two circumstances differ in the implications for 

missing data. Thus, in addition to the requested column, I also provided a 

column entitled "Days with 90% of Max Obs." This column provides information 



2 2 2 8  

89.7% 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

on the number of days in which less than 90% of the maximum routes provided 

data. 

99.7% 96.1% 87. I yo 

In reviewing the numbers in the table. please note the following issues. First, the 

values in the column entitled "Maximum Number of Routes" came from the 

Postal Service AMS "frame" which identifies the number of letter routes in each 

Zip Code. For a small number of Zip Codes, the minimum number of reported 

routes from any of the three data sets exceeded the number of routes reported 

on the frame. Those Zip Codes are listed below 

Amount by Which Minimum 
Number of Routes on Any 
Data Set Exceeded the 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

In all but two cases, the discrepancies were small and suggest that either a route 

could have been added in the Zip Code or data on a non-letter route was 

reported. For the Zip Codes in which there were materially more routes reported 

in the data then on the frame, a review of the reported data shows that very high 

numbers of routes were reported for only one of the three data sets, and the 

other two data sets reported numbers of routes at or slightly below the frame. 

Also, the excess routes in the “outlier“ data set had very high route numbers 

compared the remaining reported routes. This suggests that these reported 

routes were not regular letter routes. For all cases, the percentage of daily max 

routes observed was capped at 100 percent so as not to overstate the average 

value calculated for column 4. 

Next, please note that the total number of days reporting data in column 5 

excludes Sundays and holidays reported (virtually all of which reported zero 

volumes) for the volume data sets to avoid over-representing the amount of data 

received. 

Finally, a comparison of column 7, the minimum routes used (in the regression 

analysis data set creation) with the minimum routes reported on any day for any 

of the three data sets shows that for almost all of the Zip Codes, the number of 

days used was less than or equal to the minimum routes reported on any day for 

any of the three data sets. However for seven Zip Codes the minimum number 

of days used in the regression exceeded the minimum routes reported on any 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 1 

day for any of the three data sets. Investigation of the data for those Zip Codes 

shows that this occurred for two reasons. First, for four of the Zip Codes, extra 

days (with relatively few routes) were reported on one of the three data sets. 

These extra days had no corresponding data on the other data sets, so no 

matches could be made between time and volume and these days could not be 

used in creating the regression data set. For example, Zip Codes 9272079 and 

275455 reported 17 days of parceVaccountable data while reporting only 11 days 

of time and lettedflat data. 

Codes) that the minimum number of days used in the regression exceeded the 

minimum routes reported on any day for any of the three data sets was that the 

day on which the minimum occurred for one of the three data sets was not used 

in the regression. For example, because of matching problems, Zip Code 

2432303 had only 9 useable Zip Days rather than 11. Thus, the day with the 

lowest reporting routes on the time data set was not used in the regression data 

base. 

The other reason (for the three remaining Zip 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 2(c)-(f) 

2. c. Please explain the various reasons for attrition of the number of 
recorded ZlPlroutelday observations to the number of observations 
used for modeling. Were recorded observations not used for modeling 
purposes because they were judged improbable, e.g.. had time 
recorded without associated volume, or volume recorded without 
associated time? Were recorded observations not used for modeling 
purposes because they were judged to be outliers (unreasonably small 
or large)? Are there other reasons that not all recorded observations 
were used? 

d. Of the various reasons listed in response to "c.", indicate to the extent 
feasible the relative frequency at which they occurred? 

e. If ZIPlroutelday observations were not used because a route identifier 
scanned was inconsistent with the route identifiers in the DOlS 
database, please explain the various ways in which such a mismatch 
could occur. 

f. For the various reasons listed in response to "e.", indicate to the extent 
feasible the relative frequency at which they occurred? 

RESPONSE: 

c. 

between the route days reported for the letterlflat data and the route days 

reported for the other two data sets. This mismatch is another way reflecting the 

attrition between possible route days and recorded route days. If a route day has 

recorded letter and flat volumes but no time data, then this will show up as a 

"mismatch" in producing the analysis data set. Analysis of the mismatches 

shows that relatively few mismatches occurred because a route number occurred 

in one data set but not another. More common was the outcome that routes did 

not provide complete data for all days for either the scan data or the 

parcellaccountable data. 

The attrition in forming the analysis data base was due to mismatches 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8. QUESTION 2(c)-(f) 

d. 

observations, the attrition of route days in constructing the analysis data set 

came about because either route days on the time data set were missing, route 

days on the parcel/accountable data set were missing or both. Approximately 60 

percent of those mismatches were for missing time data, about 24 percent of the 

mismatches were because of missing parcellaccountable and in about 16 

percent of the mismatches both time data and parcellaccountable data were 

missing. Allocating the 16 percent joint attrition back to the time data set and 

parcel/accountable data set in proportion to their own attritions, yields 71 percent 

of the attrition due to missing time data and 29 percent of the attrition due to 

missing parcel/accountable data. 

e. This mismatch would occur because a route number was not recorded in 

the scan data set, because an alphanumeric route number was recorded on the 

scanner or because the recorded route number did not match those in the 

lettdflat data set (which approximates the route numbers in DOIS). In this last 

set, the recorded route number was often greater than the number of letter routes 

in the Zip Code either indicating an error in entering the route number or that it 

was a special purpose route. 

f. Of the route numbers on the time data set that did not match the letterlflat 

data set, approximately 26 percent had no recorded route number, approximately 

9 percent had an alphanumeric route number and 65 percent had an othetwise 

non-matching route number 

If one takes the letter/flat route days as the set of maximum observable 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. aradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-T14-I. 
Your testimony at ?age 54 (11. 7-8)  states that the number of Zio Codes used to 
estimate the regression is 1.545. Your testimony at page 17 ( 1 1 .  3-11) identifies 
types of sections found on a typical city carrier route. 

a. For the 1.545 Zip Codes included in your final sample, please indicate :he 
number of each type of Section (as defined on p. 17 of your testimony) 
inciuded in the sample. 

For all city carrier routes. please provide the total number of each type of 
section, compare the sections in the sample frame with this universe. and 
discuss the extent to which the sample frame is representative of :he 
universe of city carrier routes 'with resoect to sec:ion coverage. 

P!ease discuss why it 'NouICI or would not be aoprooriate 10 treat rhe 
sample as a random stratified samole of sec:ion types, ana to weigni :he 
sampie results so as to proviae a more accurate representation of :he 
universe of secrion types. 

b 

C. 

VP/USPS-T14-1 Response: 

First, I need to present a slight clarification. The number 1,545 refers to the 

number of observations in the estimation data set. As explained on page 31 of 

my testimony, the estimation data set was based upon Zip Code days. Thus, 

there are 1,545 Zip Code days used to estimate the regression, not 1,545 Zip 

Codes 

a. My estimation data set includes the time associated with each type of 

route section over the course of the route day, not number of sections. 

Thus, I can provide, by type, the number of routesday observations with 

at least one route section of that type. This information is provided in the 

following table 
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Response of Postal Service Witness blichael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

Proportion of Route 
Days Having At Least 

One Section of this Type Type of Route Section 

LoopiFoot 61 8 %  

Curbline 39 6'6 

, 

NDCBU 28 206 

VIM 0 9% 

Central 32 3% 

Disrnounr 16 7% 

Please note that :he oercentages do nor aca to 100 percent because an 

individual route can have route sections of multiple types. 

b. This information is not available. The Postal Service does not collect or 

possess information on the number of route sections. In the CCSTS. 

route sections were identified by the individual carrier. 

c. Because there is no frame for route sections, I believe it would not be 

possible to calculate accurate weights as discussed in your question. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael 0 .  Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-T14-2. 

The responses to VPWSPS-T30-1-3 state ihat in FY 2004 !he Postal Service had 
the following number of clty carrier routes: 

Number of Routes Percent 
Foot 11,454 7 0% 
Park & Loop 87.793 53.7 
Curbline 38.686 23.7 
Dismount 25.418 1 5 ~ 6  
Subtotal 163,351 100.09/0 
Other 2.267 
TOTAL 165.sia 

a. 

b. 

C. 

Please provide ihe total number of m y  carrier routes included in :he 
sample of 1.545 Zio Code areas. broken aown by :he type of route. as 
shown above. 

Please compare rhe distribution of the routes in the sample frame wlth the 
universe of city carrier routes. and discuss the extent to which the routes 
in the sample frame are representative of the universe of city carrier 
routes. 

Please discuss why it would or would not be appropriate to treat the 
sample as a random stratified sample of route types, and to weight the 
sample results so as to provide a more accurate representation of the 
universe of route types. 

VPIUSPS-T14-2. Response 

a. 

Number of 
Routes Percent 

Foot 237 7.1% 
P a  1904 57.3% 
Curbline 670 20.2% 
Dismount 510 15.4% 
Subtotal 3321 100.0% 
Other 40 
Total 3361 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

b Given that the sample was selected by Zip Code, and not by route. there 

would appear to be a strong correspondence between the sample 

distribution for 2002 and the frame distribution for 2004 

c. Redirected to Witness Kelly. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michaei D. Sradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-T14-3. 
Please refer to your testimony at oage 36. where you ciscuss the Tolerance 
factor, the Variance Inflation Factors f"VIF") measure. and multicollinearity. as 
well as Table 4, which shows tolerances and VIF for the full quadratic model. 
Subsequently. at page 38 ( 1 1 .  3-4). you state that if "cross products can oe 
omitted without doing violence to the estimated variabilities. the precision of :he 
estimation can be greatly increased." 

a. Please define what vou wculd regar0 as a "great increase" in precision. as 
you use that phrase here. as 'wil as in :he context of the full quaararic 
model and the restricted quadratic m o m  that resuits after elimination of 
the cross products. 

Please provide a table. similar to Table 1. showing :he tolerance and '/IF 
for :he restriczec quaararic model. :he results of ',vnich are shown in Tacle 
5 (p. 38). 

b. 

VPIUSPS-T14-3 Response: 

a. In the cited section of my testimony, I was discussing the problem of 

multicollinearity in estimating the regular delivery equation 

Multicollinearity leads to coefficients with inflated standard errors and 

coefficients with the wrong sign. The increase in precision I was referring 

to was the characteristic of reducing the standard errors of the estimated 

coefficients and estimating coefficients with the correct signs. Both of 

these outcomes occurred from the elimination of the cross product terms. 

b. Please notes that the tolerances and VlFs for the restricted quadratic 

model are provided on pages 24 and 25 of LR-K-81. I reproduce them 

below for convenience 
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Collection? i 0.2454 
Small Parcels ! 3.:256 
Small Parcels'? I 1.'656 
Delivery Poln7S 1 0.0586 
Deliver1 POlntS"2 1 0.0830 

Density 0.i387 
Desiity'2 0.1431 

Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D Bracley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

1: ~ 

3.11 ! 
6.2 I 
17.: I 
12.: 
7.2  
7.0 

Tolerances and VIF for !he Restricted 
Quadratic Model 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-TI 4-4. 

Please refer to Table 6 at page 39 of your testimony. Please explain whether the 
variabilities shown in each column of that table reflect any of the quadratic or 
cross product coefficients shown in Table 3 (p. 35) and Table 5 (p. 38). 

VPIUSPS-TI 4-4 Response: 

Yes, the higher order terms are reflected in the calculated variabilities. The 

formula for calculating the variability is given on page 39 of my testimony. To 

see how this formula involves quadratic and cross product terms, let's apply it to 

a simple two-variable quadratic model: 

For this equation, the variability formula is given by: 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-T14-5. 

Please refer to your testimony from page 40, line 16 through page 41, line 15. 

a. Would you agree that the total marginal time for Products A and B is 600 
seconds? That is, 400 seconds for Product A, computed as 5 (seconds) 
times 80, and 200 seconds for Product B, computes as 10 (seconds) 
times 20? If you do not agree with this computation of total marginal time, 
please show how you would compute it. 

Please explain the source of the total time of 800 seconds referred to at 
page 40, line 17, and explain why the total time of 800 seconds differs 
from the total marginal time of 600 seconds. 

Please explain why you use 800 seconds in the equation at line 1 on page 
41, instead of the total marginal time of 600 seconds. 

b. 

c. 

VP/USPS-T14-5. ResDonse: 

a. Agreed 

b. The 800 seconds is the sum of the total marginal time (or, by its more 

familiar name, the volume variable time) of 600 seconds and the 

institutional time of 200 seconds. In general, the total time is equal to 

volume variable time (600 seconds) plus institutional time (200 seconds). 

c. I use 800 seconds because that is the total delivery time associated with 

delivering the two products in the hypothetical. The total time is the 

correct value to be entered into the variability formula. 
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To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-TI 4-6. 
Please refer to your testimony at page 44 (11. 14-21), where you state that “[tlhe 
variabilities derived from the fixed estimation are presented in Table I O  ... The 
regular delivery variabilities imply that a doubling of all volumes delivered on city 
routes would cause only [a] 7 percent increase in delivery time.” Please explain 
how, using the estimated variabilities shown in Table 10, a doubling of volume 
“would cause only [a] 7 percent increase in delivery time,” and show the 
deviation. 

VPNSPS-T14-6 Response: 

In preparing the reference paragraph, I had the following equation in mind: 

n 

i=l 
%ADT = Chi%AVi 

in which DT stands for delivery time, the hi are the variabilities for the individual 

product volumes and the Vi are the individual product volumes. To calculate the 

7% value, I applied this general formula to the fixed effects regular delivery 

variabilities presented in Table 10: 

%ADT = 0.0539 * (0.5)+ .0432 * (0.5)+0.147 (0.5)+.0197 ‘ (.5)+0.076 * (0.5) 

%ADT = 0.1391*(0.5) 

%ADT = 0.07 

This calculation demonstrates that the 7% value was predicated upon a 50 

percent increase in all volumes. Clearly, when I wrote the paragraph I mistakenly 

typed “a doubling OF when I meant “a 50 percent increase in.“ I apologize for the 

typographical error. The last part of your question asks me to show a deviation, 

but I cannot determine what deviation you are requesting. 
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VPIUSPS-T14-7. 
Section 1.A of your testimony, at pages 1-2, criticizes the datedness of the data 
underlying the established model, and concludes by stating that "more recent 
data would be preferable" (p. 2, I. 21). Then, at page 59 (11. 11-14), Step 2 of your 
procedure for estimating the amount of cased ECR Saturation mail relies on data 
from a study by witness Shipe presented in Docket No. R90-1. 

a. Would you agree that witness Shipe's data upon which you rely are about 
as dated as other data that underlie the established model? If you do not 
agree, please explain. 

Would you agree that carrier casing productivities may have changed with 
widespread adoption of vertical flats cases by city carriers? If not, please 
explain why not. 

Would you agree that more recent data for manual casing productivity by 
city carriers would be preferable? If not, please explain. 

b. 

c. 

VPIUSPS-T14-7 Response 

a. Partially agreed. It is my understanding that the part of Witness Shipe's 

testimony that deals with carrier casing productivities was based upon a 

controlled test in which individuals cased mail in a specific environment as 

opposed to data taken from actual operations. Consequently, Witness 

Shipe's data reflect the environment in which the test was performed as 

opposed to the operations being used at the time the test was taken 

b. Redirected to Witness Lewis. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

c. Agreed, but difficulties associated with the vintage of the data are 

mitigated by the fact that data used by Witness Shipe were from a 

controlled test that was designed to replicate an environment that uses 

vertical flats cases. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-Tl4-9. 
Please refer to your testimony (USPS-T-14) where you state at page 58 (11. 2-3): 
Sequenced Mail is ECR Saturation mail that is delivered by the mailer to the 
delivery unit already prepared, by the mailer, in walk sequence. [Emphasis 
added.] 

a. Did you intend that the term "delivery unit," as used in this sentence, be limited 
to Destination Delivery Units ("DDUs")? If not, please explain. 

b. Please define the term "Sequenced Mail" as you use it at this point of your 
testimony. In particular, please explain whether your definition of "Sequenced 
Mail" includes ECR Saturation mail that is entered at DDUs, as well as upstream 
of DDUs - e.g., at SCFs and BMCs, or even entered locally at some originating 
facility. If your definition excludes ECR Saturation mail that is entered upstream 
of delivery units, please explain why. 

c. Please refer to the response of witness Lewis to VP/USPS-T30-24 and the 
response of the Postal Service to VP/USPS-T30-28 (redirected from witness 
Lewis) and indicate whether "Sequenced Mail," as used in your study of city 
carrier costs, included any items (other than Saturation mail) that may be taken 
to the street without prior in-office casing; e.g., High Density ECR mail, or 
unaddressed periodicals, Standard Mail flats, or Bound Printed Matter 
accompanied by detached address labels ("DALs"). 

d. Please indicate whether "Sequenced Mail," as used in your study of city carrier 
costs, included only addressed Saturation mail, or whether it also included 
Saturation mail with a simplified address. 

e. Please indicate whether "Sequenced Mail," as used in your study of city carrier 
costs, also included any ECR High Density mail. 

RESPONSE: 

a. In the CCSTS, the delivery unit is the physical location where the carriers 

prepare the mail for delivery on the street. The designation "Destination 

Delivery Unit" was not relevant for the study and thus played no role. The 

Zip Codes and their associated delivery units were selected following 

appropriate statistical practice. Please see the testimony of witness 

Kelley, USPS-T-16, for a discussion of the selection of the Zip Codes. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

b. Sequenced mail includes mailer prepared full coverage mailings, either 

letters or flats, which do not require casing. The mail counts taken at the 

delivery unit make no assumption about where the mail was entered. 

c. Please recall that there are two steps to the calculation of volume variable 

costs for a city carrier street time cost pool: determination of the variability 

for the cost pool and then distribution of the costs to classes and 

subclasses. In the first part of the CCSTS, the determination of the 

variability of sequenced mail cost pool, the definition of sequenced mail is 

given by my answer to part b. above. Sequenced mail is mail that 

includes full coverage mailings, either letters or flats, which do not require 

casing without regard to class and subclass. 

cost attribution method the volume variable costs are attributed to 

products. Currently the CCS does not have a measure distribution key for 

sequenced mail. Thus, in forming the distribution key, it was assumed 

that all sesuenced mail is ECR mail. 

In the second part of the 

d. The CCSTS attributes cost to class and subclass of mail. Thus, its finest 

level of detail is ECR. I am informed that the term “simplified address” is a 

designation relevant only to rural routes and would not be applicable to a 

study of city carriers. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

e. In the CCSTS costs are distributed to class and subclass, so sequenced 

mail costs are distributed to ECR. In calculating the amount of ECR that 

occurs in the Sequenced cost pool as opposed to the letter and flat cost 

pools, it was assumed that all sequenced letter and flat mail was ECR 

saturation. Sequenced parcels were just assumed to be ECR, so they 

could include ECR High Density. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-T14-I 0. 

a. Why do you separately treat "Sequenced Mail" in its own cost pool? (See 
USPS-T-14, pp. 58-59.) Is it because delivered "third bundles" have different city 
carrier street time cost characteristics than delivery-point sequenced ("DPS'd") or 
cased letters and cased flats? 

b. If your answer to the second question in part a is affirmative, please explain 
whether "Sequenced Mail" in your study included all items that can be (or were) 
taken directly to the street without prior in-office casing. 

Response: 

a. As explained in the response to VPIUSPS-T14-9, the attribution of city 

carrier street time costs to classes and subclasses is done in two steps. This 

two-step approach is known as the "volume variability-distribution key" approach, 

signifying that in the first step the volume variability is determined, and in the 

second step a distribution key is used to distribute the volume variable costs to 

classes and subclasses. In the determination of the volume variability, a cost 

driver is typically used.' In the CCSTS the cost driver is delivered mail by 

workload measure or, loosely speaking, by "shape." In Postal Service delivery 

operations, workload is measured separately for letters, flats, parcels, 

accountables, collection mail, and sequenced mail. Volumes for each of these 

categories thus become the cost drivers for the CCSTS. As to why sequenced 

mail is treated as a separate cost driver, there are two reasons. First, the cost of 

For a complete discussion of the volume variability/distribution key 1 

approach and the use of cost drivers please see Appendix H to the 'Summary 
Description of USPS Development of Costs By Segments and Components," 
filed as Library LR-K-1. 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

handling sequenced mail on the street may be different from the cost of handling 

other types of mail on the street. This may because the nature of fingering and 

loading sequenced mail is different or because sequence mail has a different 

propensity to cause accesses. Second, Postal Service operations personnel do 

not distinguish between letters and flats when measuring sequenced mail. Thus it 

is not possible to remap sequenced mail into the letters and flats at the Zip Code 

level. 

b. 

prepared full coverage mailings that are not cased. 

No. It is my understanding that sequenced mail includes only mailer 
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Response of Postal Service Witness Michael D. Bradley 
To Interrogatories Posed by Valpak 

VPIUSPS-TI 4-1 2. 

a. Did you use the volume variability developed in your recommended regression 
equation to compute the volume variable cost of "Sequenced Mail" for Base Year 
2004? 

b.  If so, please indicate where in your testimony, or in library references 
sponsored by you, this calculation can be found. 

c If not. please indicate which witness made this computation, where in the 
testimony of that witness (or library references sponsored by that witness) the 
computation of volume variable cost of "Sequenced Mail" for Base Year 2004 can 
be found, and what that cost is. 

Response 

a No 

b Not applicable 

C Witness Meehan. I am informed that the "Sequenced Mail" computation is 

performed in the B workpapers of Witness Meehan, USPS-T9. I have 

been told that the library reference is LR-K-5, workbook CSO6&7.xls, 

worksheets 7 0.4 2, cells D20-120. 7 0.6.5. column F; 7.0.6.6 column F. 

7 0.6 7. column F ,  7.0.6.8 column F: and 7.0.6.9. column F. I was also 

told that the inputs that produce these numbers can be found in I- 

FORMS XIS. worksheet I-Cs 687 FACTORS NEW, cell C32. Finally, I am 

informed that the FY 2004 cost IS $92.456 million. 
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CKAIRMAN OMAS: At this point, I'm going to 

add answers Witness Bradley provided to a presiding 

officer's information request. They are POIR 9, 

Questions 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 14. In 

addition, the answers to POIR No. 8, Question 3, 

identifies programs POIR.8.ZIP as containing requested 

material, and the answer to POIR No. 9, Question 7, 

identifies programs containing the file, POIR.9.ZIP. 

Witness Bradley, would your answers to these 

questions te the same as what you've previously 

p i - ~ ' ~ i d ~ d  in writing, and do you sponsor POIR.8.Q.3, 

Pr;gram.ZIP and POIP.3.Z:?? 

THE WITXESS: ' i e s ,  sir. Well done. 

CSAIRMAN C Y A 5 :  : ' n  handing two copies of 

yaur ansxers and dirt.-.' -  hit they be admitted into 

ss,idence i n c i  t ransz:.:::c.i 

, T h e  documents referred to 

were marked for 

:drntification as Exhibit 

!:zs. POIR No. 9 Questions 7 

rhr-ough 14, POIR No. 8 

Question 3, were received in 

e7iidence. i 

/ /  

/ /  

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  628-4888 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 8, QUESTION 3 

3. 
models and calculations referred to in sections F and G of USPS-T-14. 

Please provide the PC version of the SAS programs used for each of the 

RESPONSE: 

The programs are provided in the attached file entitled 

POlR 8 Q 3 Programs Zip " 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO 9. QUESTION 7 

Please refer to LR-K-81 Please confirm that a least-squares regression 
tit to a sample with improbably large outliers will be disproportionately 
influenced by those observations Please provide the results of a suitable 
test for outliers for the full quadratic and restricted quadratic models 
performed with the sample data, along with documentation of these tests 

7. 

RESPONSE: 

It is possible for one or a few observations to have a disproportionate influence in 

a least squares regression. This is particularly a problem in cross sectional data 

sets with few observations. However, as the size of the data set increases, the 

relative influence of one data point tends to fall. 

A suitable test for outliers is the DFFIT statistic It is computed as the difference 

between the predicted value for the ith observation and the predicted value from 

a model estimated with the ith observation removed scaled by the standard 

error (See Green William H Econometric Analysis, Macmillan Publishing Co , 

New York 1993 at 288 ) An absolute value of the DFFIT statistic in excess of 

2 0 is indication of a potential influential observation that deserves further 

scrutiny The results of calculating the DFFIT statistics are presented below ' 
There were 3 observations that had a DFFIT greater than 2 for the full quadratic 

model no observations that had a DFFIT greater than 2 for the restricted 

, The SAS program, listing and log for calculating the DFFIT statistics are 
attached to this response as "Estimating Delivery Equations.Calculating 
DFFIT sas". 'Estimating Delivery Equations.Calculating DFFIT.lst" and 
"Estimating Delivery Equations Calculating DFFlT.log" 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 9, QUESTION 7 \. 

quadratic and one observation that had a DFFIT greater than 2 for the 

parcel/accountable model 

Regular Delivery - Full 
Quadratic 

Reqular Delivery - Restricted - 
Quadratic 

PIA Delivery -Full Quadratic 
zip ] Date I DFFIT 
8131706 ~ 5/20/2002 12.99465 

The econometric models were re-estimated with the potentially influence 

observations removed Despite the fact that no observations had a DFFIT 

greater than 2 0 the restricted quadratic was re-estimated with the two 

observations with the largest DFFIT statistics removed 

the potential outliers are not having a disproportionate impact on the results, the 

The results suggest that 

' The SAS program listing and log for re-estimating the equations with potential 
influential observations removed are attached to this response as "Estimating 
Delivery Equations Poss Influential Obs Removed sas", "Estimating Delivery 
Equations Poss Influential Obs Removed 1st" and "Estimating Delivery 
Equations Poss Influential Obs Removed log" 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 9. QUESTION 7 

estimated variabilities are similar with the potentially influential observations 

removed 



2255 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO 9. QUESTION 8 

8. Please refer to LR-K-81 Please confirm that the t-values and other tests 
for significance witness Bradley has relied upon depend upon the 
assumption that the equation errors are approximately normal Please 
provide the results of a suitable test for normality of residuals for the full 
and restricted quadratic models. along with documentation of these tests 

RESPONSE: 

The varianceicovariance matrix for the OLS estimator is given by: 

I chi  = ( . \ : \ I - ' . \ ' ~ - ( ~ ) . ~ ( , ~ ~ ) - ' ,  whereV(y)=dl. 

As suggested by the question, the error variance is typically assumed to be 

normal and constant so that: 

l ' l h l  = u;( . \ : \ . ) - '  

This variance is the basis for the t-tests mentioned in the question. However, 

when these assumptions are violated. an alternative is to estimate robust 

standard errors. based upon the heteroskedasticity consistent covariance matrix 

The variance underlying the robust standard errors is given by: 

I ' (  h I = ( . \  :\ .\@.\( .Y!Y)-' , 

where 0 = t h t r g [ t ~ : ] ,  and the e, are the OLS residuals. This is the approach 

that I took in calculating t-statistics for the full and restricted quadratic models 

presented in my testimony 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 9, QUESTION 8 

A standard test for the normality of the residuals is the Jacque-Bera statistic. 

given by: 

o is a measure of skewness and K is a measure of kurtosis. The Jacque-Bera 

statistic is calculated below for both models: 

Full Restricted 
Quadratic Quadratic 

! .~. 0.268279 0.259572 
I . .  5.082959 5.4841 32 

290.90 410.58 

Both test statistics indicate rejection of normality Analysis of the statistics reveals 

that rejection does not occur due to asymmetry but to the fact that the residuals 

are leptokurtic This is demonstrated by the following plots 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 9. QUESTION 8 

Full Quadratic Residuals: 

j00 

200 

I00 

(I  

-2i0000 -125000 0 I25000 250000 

Restricted Quadratic Residuals: 

400 

-250000 0 250000 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO. 9. QUESTION 9 

9. Please refer to LR-K-81. Please provide tests or other evidence that the 
Commission may rely on to confirm that the coefficients of the estimated 
parameters of witness Bradley's restricted quadratic model are not biased 
due to the omission of interaction terms. Please perform an appropriate 
test to determine whether the excluded interaction terms are correlated 
with the regressors remaining in the restricted quadratic model, along with 
documentation of this test. 

RESPONSE: 

In this instance, the Commission has the best possible evidence of the effect of 

omitting the interaction terms -- the estimation of the model with the terms 

included Because both models (with and without the cross product terms) were 

estimated and presented before the Commission, it can directly assess the effect 

of omitting the interaction terms by comparing the results of the full quadratic 

model and the restricted quadratic model The interactive terms were dropped to 

deal with the multicollinearity inherent in the full quadratic model. However, as 

the question points out, this approach raises the possibility of inducing bias. 

Thus, the selection of the model depends upon weighing the benefit from 

reducing the effect of multicollinearity with the cost of potentially inducing some 

bias. If one feels that benefits outweigh the costs, then one would select the 

restricted quadratic model. If one does not. then one would select the full 

auadratic model 

Given that the interaction terms are excluded to reduce multicollinearity. (a 

condition in which the right-hand-side variables are inter-correlated) one would 

expect the interaction terms to be correlated with remaining regressors Indeed. 
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS BRADLEY 
TO POlR NO 9. QUESTION 9 

the interaction terms are simply transformations on the included terms Below I 

present the matrix of correlations between the included reqressors (on the rows) 

and the excluded interaction terms (in the columns) Below each correlation 

coefficient is the p-value for the null hypothesis of no correlation 

If Ise Icv lspr IdP fse fcv 

<.0001 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
let 0 85678 0.37775 0.50269 0.78128 0.90886 0.32424 0.46113 

let2 0.89447 0.28365 0.42846 0.86051 0,91252 0.23139 0.381 15 
<0001 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

Cf  0 86695 0.29209 0,42200 0.60662 0,67950 0,37405 0.55249 
<0001 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <,0001 <.0001 <.0001 

Cf2  0 91453 0 20098 0.37874 0,63271 0.65883 0.28023 0.52721 
<0001 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

seq 0 12284 0 88722 0.19021 0.10605 0.17143 0.87188 0,17768 

seq2 0.09984 0 78055 0.15850 0.09850 0.14221 0.75533 0.14730 

<0001 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

< 0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

CV 0 17430 0.18147 0 80651 0,15918 0,16572 0.17221 0.72481 
GOO01 <0001 <0001 < o m 1  <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

cv2 0 06320 0.07834 0.61391 0.08147 0.06611 0,05976 0.46908 
00130 00021 <.0001 00013 0.0093 0.0188 <.0001 

spr 0 65389 0 27026 0.40834 0.86214 0.71580 0.23618 0.38471 
<0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

spr2 0.63609 0.14048 0.27396 0 92374 0.65193 0.11534 0.24589 
<.0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

dp 061420 034568 037235 060983 084987 029188 035430 
<0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 
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<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
dp2 0.62973 0.31569 0.31606 0.64053 0.89798 0.25896 0.30416 

dens 0.00877 -0.06177 -0.06023 -0.01771 0.09739 -0.06853 -0.09437 
0.7305 0.0152 0.0179 0.4867 0,0001 0.0070 0.0002 

dens2 -0.00814 -0.07714 -0.05894 -0.02404 0.05819 -0.08007 -0.08429 
0.7491 0.0024 0.0205 0.3451 0.0222 0.0016 0.0009 

fspr fd P scv sspr SdP cspr cdp 

let 071967 081136 018891 030325 030994 035412 041448 
<0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 <0001 

le12 0.74795 0.77156 0.11367 0.21377 0.21925 0.27194 0.31148 
< 0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

Cf  0 76043 0 87638 0.16077 0.23913 0.23743 0.30507 0.36405 
<0001 <0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

C f 2  0 81469 0.88559 0,09219 0.15364 0,15076 0.25553 0.30139 
<.0001 < 0001 0.0003 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

seq 0 09825 0.15932 0.69370 0.87596 0.90532 0.15473 0.23058 
00001 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

seq2 0 08987 0.13163 0.66621 0 82162 0.78674 0.13790 0.19137 
00004 <0001 <.0001 ~ 0 0 0 1  <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

cv 0 16506 0.18282 055461 0 19100 0,18223 0.74541 0.83552 
<0001 <.0001 <.0001 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

cv2 0 06795 0 06240 0.51876 0 08066 0,08071 0.63543 0.65845 
0.0075 0.0142 <.0001 00015 0.0015 <.0001 <.0001 

spr 0 83878 0 68869 0.18067 0 33717 0.26093 0.46601 0.40827 
GOO01 <0001 <.0001 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

spr2 0.87188 0 61506 0.08079 0 18874 0.13071 0.35949 0.25401 
<0001 <0001 0.0015 <0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 

dp 058187 078335 020947 032672 0.38317 0.31686 0.44138 
< 0001 <.0001 <.0001 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
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<.0001 . <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
dp2 0.60305 0.81 149 0.17402 0.29373 0.35092 0.26537 0.37635 

dens -0~03714 0.04007 -0.06619 -0.05400 -0.05424 -0.08604 -0.09355 
0.1446 0.1154 0.0093 0.0338 0.0330 0.0007 0.0002 

dens2 -0.03764 0.01851 -0.06483 -0.06514 -0.07029 -0.07627 -0.08816 
0.1392 0.4673 0.0108 0.0104 0.0057 0.0027 0.0005 

spdp ldns fdns sdns cdns spdns dpdns 

let 0 74563 0 44526 0.37355 0.09983 0.04385 0.34438 0.31718 
< 0001 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.0849 <.0001 <.0001 

let2 0 74105 0 42842 0.33148 0 04144 0.04421 0.30439 0.26802 
<0001 ~ 0 0 0 1  <.0001 0 1034 0.0824 <.0001 <.0001 

C f  0 60016 0 23950 0.39163 0.06824 -0.00465 0.23434 0.17413 
< 0001 < 0001 <.0001 0.0073 0.8550 <.0001 <.0001 

cf2 0 59223 0 18169 0.31685 0 01746 -0.01887 0.17948 0.11529 
<0001 <0001 <.0001 04927 0.4585 <.0001 <.0001 

seq 0 14813 -0 01778 -0 01127 0 64288 0.00394 0.02283 -0.01718 
< 0001 0 4849 0.6582 <.0001 0.8771 0.3698 0.4997 

seq2 0 13413 -0 00526 -0.00058 0 46915 0.01037 0.01796 -0.00609 
< 0001 08364 0.9817 <OOOl 0.6839 0.4805 0.8109 

cv 0 17760 -0 01419 -0 03659 0 03352 0 65026 -0.01444 -0.06565 
< 0001 0 5773 0.1505 0.1879 <.0001 0.5705 0.0098 

C V ~  0 08203 0 00376 -0 00330 0 03124 0 60310 0.02230 -0.01457 
00013 08827 0.8969 02197 <.0001 0.3810 0.5672 

spr 0 91603 0 16606 0.17714 0 09353 -0.00432 0.37568 0.16395 

spr2 088971 0 11199 0.12180 001473 -0.01643 0.26480 0.09183 

<0001 <0001 <0001 00002 0.8653 <.0001 <.0001 

<0001 <0001 <0001 05629 0.5188 <.0001 0.0003 

dp 0 77870 041075 0 37137 0 13696 -0.02006 0.44082 0.47676 
< 0001 < 0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.4308 <.0001 <.0001 
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dp2 0.81774 0.45340 0.41249 0.09255 -0.01023 0.49066 0.53973 
<.0001 <.0001 <.0001 0.0003 0.6880 <.0001 <.0001 

dens 0.01535 0.69032 0.70751 0.28107 0.28538 0,68255 0.73278 
0.5465 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 ~ 0 0 0 1  <.0001 <.0001 

dens2 0.00159 0.58061 0.62367 0,17607 0.18381 0.55495 0,62939 
0.9503 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 <.0001 
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Please refer to LR-K-81. Please perform an F-test of the hypothesis that 
all of the coefficients of the cross product terms contained in the full 
quadratic model are simultaneously equal to zero, along with 
documentation of this test. 

I O .  

RESPONSE: 

An F-test of the hypothesis that all the coefficients on the cross product terms 

contained in the full quadratic model are simultaneously equal to zero is given by 

the following formula 

(ekeR -e'e)lJ 
e'el(n-K) FJ.nX = 

where eR represents the residuals from the restricted model, e represents the 

residuals from the unrestricted model, J is the number of restrictions, n is the 

number of observations and K IS the number of parameters in the regression 

model This formula has a computationally convenient form 

Calculation of this statistic for the full and restricted quadratic model yields a test 

statistic of 13 34. indicating rejection of the null hypothesis. 
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11. Page 39, lines 1-2 of witness Bradley's testimony (USPS T-14) states that 
"[dlespite the loss of many right-hand-side variables the fit of the equation 
is still quite good and most coefficients have their expected signs and 
magnitudes." 
a. Did you test to determine whether a better outcome was achieved by 

selectively removing a smaller number of the interaction terms from the 
full quadratic model? If so, please provide the results. 

b. If you have not previously done so, please run your full quadratic 
equation removing only the interaction terms involving small parcels, 
and provide documentation of the results. 

c. If this does not achieve a better outcome, please run your full quadratic 
model dropping interaction terms for both small parcels and letters, 
and provide documentation of the results. 

d If you believe additional improvements could be achieved by dropping 
additional interaction terms, please do so, and provide documentation 
of the results. 

RES P 0 N S E : 

a No 

b The requested estimation was performed The SAS program, SAS log 

and SAS listing for the requested estimation are attached as "Dropping 

Interactions with Small Parcels sas", 'Dropping Interactions with Small 

Parcels 1st" and "Dropping Interactions with Small Parcels log" 

c This estimation did produce a better outcome relative to the full quadratic 

model The Variance Inflation Factors are lower for this estimation than 

for the full quadratic model although they are not as low as they are in the 

restricted auadratic 
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d. I believe that better results can be obtained by continuing the process and 

dropping all of the cross product terms. That would lead to the restricted 

quadratic model presented and documented in my testimony 
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12. Please refer to LR-K-81. Please provide, if possible, the sample 
correlations of the matching residuals from the full quadratic and 
parcel/accountable regressions. Please confirm that if the error terms of 
these two regression models are correlated, it may be possible to improve 
the efficiency of the estimated parameters by re-estimating both with 
feasible generalized least-squares. 

RESPONSE: 

Because the data sets used to estimate the regular delivery equation and the 

parcellaccountable delivery equation are not the same, correlation across the 

residual can only be performed on the subset of the observations common to 

both equations 

parcellaccountable equations were matched by Zip Code and date This 

matching produced 1 468 matched residuals The correlation of the matched 

residuals is 0 1435 

The residuals from the full quadratic equation and the 

In theory there is an efficiency gain from pursuing a FGLS or ‘Seemingly 

Unrelated Regressions” approach to estimation However the efficiency gain is 

dependent upon the amount of correlation of the disturbances across the 

equation and the amount of correlation across the right-hand-side variables The 

greater the correlation in the disturbances and the less the correlation in the 

right-hand-side variables the less the efficiency gain Given the low estimated 

correlation of the residual the fact that delivery points appear in both equations, 

and the likely correlation across the volume measures in both equations. a 
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reasonable inference IS that there would be little actual efficiency gain from 

FGLS 
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13. Please refer to LR-K-81. 
a. Please confirm whether, on average, a carrier participating in the study 

delivered all of the mail shapes given to him/her on any given day, 
including large parcels, accountables. letters, flats, sequenced mail, 
small parcels and collection mail. 

b. Please confirm that your models for regular mail delivery make no use 
of the corresponding data for parcels/accountables. 

c. Please confirm that your model for parcelslaccountables makes no use 
of the corresponding data for other kinds of mail. 

d. If your answers to a. and c. are in the affirmative, please explain why 
you chose to fit independent models for regular mail and 
parcelslaccountables. 

RESPONSE: 

a The CCSTS data set tracked the mail delivered on routes and the time it 

took to delivery that mail When there was only one carrier on a route, then one 

would expect that carrier to deliver all of the all mail delivered on that route on 

that day When there was more than one carrier on a route, one would expect 

the set of carriers to deliver all of the mail delivered on that route on that day 

b 

and collection mail. both of which were collected in the parceVaccountable data 

set 

Not confirmed The regular delivery equation makes use of small parcels 

C. Confirmed 

d Independent models were fit for two reasons First, regular delivery and 

parcellaccountable delivery are separable activities In other words, the time it 
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takes to make a special access to deliver a large parcel or the customer time 

required for handling an accountable is not a function of the other volumes on the 

route. Second parceVaccountable delivery time is small compared to regular 

delivery time and parcellaccountable volumes are small relative to letter and flat 

volumes. Trying to estimate the effect of large parcels and accountables on 

parcellaccountable time while it is embedded in the regular delivery equation 

would be difficult empirically. Given that regular delivery and parcel/ 

accountable delivery are separable activities, there is no need to pursue this 

difficult estimation approach, and I believe a more accurate estimate of large 

parcel and accountable variabilities can be obtained from a separate regression 
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14. Please refer to LR-K-81. 
a. Please confirm that the residuals from both the full quadratic and 

restricted models show evidence of heteroskedastic errors. 
b. Please confirm that the sample observations are sums taken over 

different numbers of routes. 
c. Is this likely to cause the errors to be heteroskedastic? 
d. Can the observations in the sample be scaled to eliminate this source 

of heteroskedasticity? 

RESPONSE: 

a Confirmed 

b Confirmed 

C 

cause of the heteroskedasticity 

It is possible, but it is difficult to ascertain the likelihood that this IS the 

d The observations can certainly be scaled by the inverse of the number of 

routes The results of the exercise are presented in my testimony at pages 52 

and 53 Moreover, please note that I follow a general procedure to correct for the 

presence of heteroskedasticity, regardless of its source. 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional 

written cross-examination for Witness Bradley? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, that 

brings us to oral cross-examination. Two parties have 

requested oral cross-examination: the Office of the 

Consumer Ad-iocate and Val-Pak Direct Marketing 

Systems, Inc., and Val-Pak Dealers Association, Inc. 

i t  is now 1 0  of 12. I will try and go until 

, s3 whoever is crossing at that time, I ' m  

* ;LA... CF.',.~- r-ude; I l u s t  p l a n  to try to interrupt at 

, O L I ~  I though: i t  was best that we get 

> .  ._ lz~:e? .x::h Mr. Brad!?:;. 

K L ~ .  ;ostlzl::' 

Mi;. COSTICt!: T h a n k  you, Mr. Chairman. Rand 

i -. 
L . _ L  t h e  OCA. - - < +  . .. 

;PI.SS-EXAYINATION 

i:'i MR.. C-.GTI .It.:: 

* morn:::.:. F'rz'fessor Bradley. 

.a h o d  morn::-,~i, Mr. Costich. 

c 
A I have IT. 

0 And W O U : ~  yau look at footnote 13? 

a ?-?S. s1:. 

G And there is a sentence in there, or part of 

,--, _i.ilrl y c ~  t::::: t.o page 15 of your testimony? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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a sentence, that says: "Collection costs are measured 

separately." Do you see that? 

A I do. 

Q At this point, are you talking about 

collection costs during regular delivery or collection 

c a s t s  as a separate cost pool? 

A This clause is referring to collection costs 

.ar_ t h e  c..~stomer delivery point, which would be part of 

i ~ e g u i a r  de? ivery. 

,n 4 E~JL chere is d separate cost pool for 
. .  . ~:.  .=cti;ii  casts at coi1ec:ion boxes. 

. .  a I call them " s ~ r e e t  letter boxes" to try to 

; :h+ terminology z l e . 3 : ,  but there is a separate 

~-c:-ti:,:: ~ 3 s t  pooi f:: ; . - l l t .ct ion street letter 

3 :!IF size of that cost pool 

. .  
A 3:: 3eter">ined? 

A I: was de:r:-ined by the scanning part of 

- ''i. . .  ~t u'i::. As yoii !?:I :,+,, t ! ;P study had a scan part and 

r? . i :me p a r t ,  and cr:- t h e  things that the carriers 

sr~1:ir:t.d :was t!ie act:.;:. :: -f going to street letter 

~ C Y P S  tc c~ilect m a : i  . 

Q N ~ w ,  I rr.3)' !:;i.,.e misheard, but I thought 

Nitness Stevens said :hat those scans weren't used in 

tkls s : u a y .  

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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A I don't think - -  I'm not sure exactly what 

he said, but I don't think he meant to say that. I 

think what he was referring to were the volume data, 

not the scan data. 

Q So the scan data were used to set up a 

crapartion of time that would be called collection 

: r m  s:reet boxes. 

A Correct. 

. Sut the variability for that cost pool was 7 .  

. .  . .  i.:iri in your s : , J ~ Y .  

.- 
I-. .!!.it ' s cor[-cct . 
- . A!:5 where di3 t h e  variability for that come 

. , .. 3 . .  

.,. . 
t.. .:x: cave t : Postal Rate Commission's 

j . -'.,-I -f:.-i mt-:t:r :i 

.< , 3 :  :.:-*s:. 1:: ~ . " t ,  we're still using 

I 5 2 : ~  carrier costs. .. + ,  . . . . ,  1 . .  .,... , 

to a great degree, even , .  . .  , .. i ,  .. :.. : st:;, 

. . .  1 . ,:' ,:;; ,,se. . .... :s:s;cn methodology. One of the 

' : . : : . : . ~ '  * : . I '  '*'e t 1 l f . l  :!:: with the study was be 

, ~ .  ',. . . . * _ t i l  .. wh2: : !;-- 7wnrnission had established. .. . 

. a: lines 9 and 10 on page 16? 
. .  : il , . ?.. -1 . 

- ':~e saying that you consulted with 

....L~ ....- <.>~-<. - ~.~ -. 1 .  ::e.3.iqmi~:ers in setting u p  the dellvery 

' . ri t .?,?e Report ing Corporation 
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scans. Is that correct? 

A I was part of the team that people talked 

about earlier this morning that helped to design and 

implement the study, and so we did talk to delivery 

experts, both at headquarters and in the field, in 

terms of conversations and also feedback on the beta 

test. 

0 Specifically, with respect to defining the 

delivery scans, could you describe in a short way the 

discussi~ns that went on? 

A I can  certainiy describe my recollection of 

them. A coilple of points came out in terms of our 

discussions with operat:sny people at headquarters 

-.,- ?ne of them was we tcIikr:3 ts them about the way they 

saw or defined a c t i - : t i e s  on the street and asked them 

'0 say, well, I f  :;711 ~ - e  t 3  break down the carrier's 

day and d e f i r : ~  diff?:+--!~*. ,?;tivi~ies, and you talked to 

the carrier, w m t  'A' r : :  !he:. be? And one example of 

t h a t  was the:; talkPi .gk >I.;: wha t  we've defined as the 

, which is somewhat different 

thar. the way 'we've t ik?: ::I the past when we split it 

more finely. So t h i r  'has one example. 

Another ex.i-'rie that came out of the beta 

test was we ori'2inai::; had hoped to have more detailed 

scans on the streeL, a high number of scans, every 

Her-itage Reporting Corporation 
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time they leave or come to their vehicle, but it 

became clear that that really was not an effective way 

to set up the study in terms of self-scanning, so that 

was the feedback we got from the field. 

So those are examples of the types of 

feedback that we would have gotten. 

Q C3uld you look at page 17? 

A I have it. 

Q The first full paragraph. 

A L'h-hkh. 

2 r ~ e r e ,  you're describing what you call ~. 

r;~. technologies. " Is that right? 

A ' i ? s ,  yes. 

I /  w I wsuld ]'Ls* like t3 try to through these 

> t ~ .  1 set. i they mztrii 1 . 1 ~  with some of the variables 

pcol data. 

_ .  A < 3 :,. . 

c :. ' I'DU hc?.:t- ur library reference ~~ 

A ~~ R 1 ?  

Q - -  a : ,  ,;e:;? 

A I do. 

2 A n d  page 4 sf L h a t .  

A dot It. 

n Y '.Jcder C.1. you have a title, "Time Pool 

I. 

3 a t a . P R N . "  Do you see that? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  628-4888 



.. 

2276 

A I have it. 

Q And then, starting with the fourth variable 

in the list, "BUD,"  and that's defined there as 

"business curbline deliveries." Correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Now, does that mean the same thing as your 

first technology on page 17 of your testimony, which 

1 s c a i 1 e 3 " curb 1 i ne " ? 

A I: you would allow me a two-sentence 

: . : - l i c i ' - ~ ,  I think I cc'dld help explain these two 

' h : : ! , q s  !.:::~,-r than a 3::-ec: answer, and then I'll 

,.. ..,_. ... n - 1 -  .L <!l:~r:tly. I S  t';:i: zkay? 

. -  '-,> page A , ,  '+'t-':-c t . a l k i n g  about the way t h a t  

* : . , E .  ' c .3 :~:  :F-:~ teha.,-e;:. carrier in a vehicle? Is 

- 3 - & - . .  - ' - ? - ~ - ' ~  'walk::>i? >i : ; i*  :;:pe of activity they are 

.~ 1 ... ..47. . ..- " d L - i J . t . : . - . :  * "  : . ? L  ;::'I refer to here are the 

tr:. y.  :x!s. .S:. it could be a curbline 

e:', .  . .  ~ ~ i n t .  -. . . . :i  t - .  a central delivery point. 

6-r ; r+s ya': .,. x':.- G,:<,+:: correspondence between 

. .  ,,,: 3: *\.'. i . ~ _  A -  .Ler d;.*-;: I : . ]  t h e  type of delivery, but 

. .  
1:'s p>s.< :a :e  thc3: i -<:-: .>er could have somewhat 

differ?:::. z e ~ i i n o l c w . , ~  : 3 r  similar delivery points. 

so, wit!: - "  . . ~ * .  predicate involved, that they 

~ L - O  nct exactly E!.,;. sdme thing, - -  one is describing 

carrier a r t i ~ i t i e s .  :he other the types of delivery 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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points - -  I would answer that business curbline, BUD, 

and residential curbline, RUD, those curbline 

deliveries, would generally be the type of delivery 

points that would be accessed or delivered to in a 

curbline section. Yes, there is a correspondence. 

Q The  next set in the library reference is 

business central deliveries, and there is also a 

corresponding residential central deliveries. D o  

rhnse ccr-respond to any technology that you have 

' . , - .<tP,d7 .~ 

.. A xes. T h a t  'e:,:ld correspond to Technology 6 

:: ::ne 13. It's called "central apartment" in my 

. 4.3: lnlsr:;;. 

c A:?d then :I;': t :_ i  ones in your library 

: ~~:.::-P::Z+.: a r e  b u s i : : e s s  NCCaU and residential NDCBU 

i~:-s. . ~ n d  dc t.nP:; coriespond to a technology on 

i ,- 17 i 
.. A . .  . " c ' .  T%+ u i i i  be number 4 in line 9 ,  

,..,..,~ 
j l l  r 

_ . I  3 . . > ~ a y .  Nc'A', ' ~ " ~ ~ e  run out of delivery point 

~ P C C I ~ I ~ ~ . L  i;:>s, b u t  i":e s t i l l  got three technologies 

left. I:; p u r  l iG: -3y , .  reference, the last set of 

:jeI:..'er-;: p i n t s  is cdlled "other." 

A Carrtc'. 

c !'ve seen that "other" category also 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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described as door-to-door delivery. Is that familiar 

to you? 

A Perhaps at-the-door delivery as opposed to 

door to door, but I think we're getting at the idea 

that: this is the kind of delivery where the box is 

right on the customers' door or at the door slot, that 

s o r t  of thing. 

0 That: seems to be how the training book for 

r!ie address management system describes these other 

~. i'-' . L./"r. ,  , pclnts. 
A A s  door to dc-c.r? 

.. 
! O S .  n, * 

A b ! e l l ,  ther. i .3:-:ept it. 

c '::des are .JL.:..'-:~ i. assigned for door-to- . .  

. .  . j ,::: de; >',re: 1f .S.  c.3; I-': " 3 c . i . L  - i  0.~'' in the edit book. 

A "k3iL'. 

,. i 'w does :!vx+ t i t  i n  with the last three 

. ._, .. 

A h i c h  is called "park and 

;J:;/fso:." ;i foot 1 :;. is a city route where a 

c i r r i e r  IS w a l k i n i j  d 'x!: i c i t y  block and goes  t o  every 

SF; . ,  and so that XL:;:~ be an at-the-door type of 

c i e l i . i e r y .  It co~i i l i  ':A 4 slot in urban areas, the mail 

s k t s ,  o r  i t  could te the boxes on a house. 

"Far!? and loop" is what we think of as a 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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traditionally suburban neighborhood where the carrier 

drives out, parks, takes a satchel, and walks to each 

house ,  and, again, it could be a slot, but more likely 

there it's a box or a receptacle in the house. 

"Dismount" is a little more difficult 

bec?use dismount is not homogenous in the sense of the 

r . .  .:pes of deli~~ery receptacles. In a dismount route, 

c.ssen:iai:y t h e  carrier is  in the vehicle all day 

', and a' each indii.idua1 delivery or a small 

. . ,  . .L ~ ~ .: :iel:.,reries. r '&s or three, they get out of 

: e .  No&, m:. '~iniei-standing is that could 

. , . ,  ~. .__ * .  i curbline whc:-? there might be a city route 

. . , . ,~. , t ~: .xha:ever r e a s  maybe :he box is faced 

' . A ! : . :  '!,~:: s v  rather than the street, 

, .  . . . i . * .  . . . ' ',%' i 3  h3.:*-. : - >  J=: cut to do that. It also 

,. . . . .  . , .  . / . .  1:: G : ~ ~ I : :  i r ~ e . 1  '&i:?re it would be similar to 

. . , , .  : ~ p :  hiis?s at-e too big, the land . .  . .  

t ! :,  i:: i :i,i 1 -  .i - 'e-:n't make sense t o  have the . .  . 

> :  : L,..! .,., 1 ;  .I f -'jy !?'>use, so they essentially 

se t 1  s'~, get out, go up, deliver the 

bazk.. 5 ', 1 : ' s  a mixture of delivery 

.. . -  ...._ ',~- 
: ~ .. i I i - 3 .  .. 

2 Sz i f  I i':(:- in a suburban house, and the 

. . > .  . . _ _  .<<.. ~, 1. '~ - . o r  c c , . " ' ~ : ~ t : n g  a loop, goes back to her 

L-. . . _  - ,  ~i:'..i 3r~;v~s up to my sidewalk and gets out and 

:-iei-::aqe Reporting Corporation 
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walks up to my front door, I‘m living in a mansion. 

A I’m sorry. Was there a question there? 

(Laughter.) 

BY MR. COSTICH: 

Q I must live in a mansion. That’s what I 

observe 

A Are you asking me - -  I’m sorry. I really 

didn‘t get the question. 

(Laughter. ) 

MI?.  COSTICH: Then I ’ l l  withdraw it. 

THE WITNESS: Thanks. 

B‘i MR. COSTICH: 

Q You’ve got c’ne m>:-e technology on the list. 

A Ch, :{es, ‘\‘I>!. “JIY IS a very rare occurrence 

in terms of t h e  de1i:’r.r:; technologies. It doesn’t 

haspen ve:~:; c f c e n .  t’;: : h a t  1s more where the carrier 

is taking -~ t h e  r i r : ~ ! ~ ! -  may do one of two things, as 

I underst~3r:d iz. :’::f., :!it.:,. ma) essentially operate 

like a mail roam tyr“. L C  activity in a big high-rise 

building. So the c.%:’! i ‘ ? ~ ~  ‘wcruld be there, and they 

would organize the m.311, and the people would actually 

come and pick 1’ up airnost like it was a postal 

station, but it w c u X  be in the building. I think 

that‘s most o! i t .  ?..it there is also the possibility 

that the carriers who may be in a New York City type 
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of environment could actually vertically improve the 

mail. This is, again, a truly tiny amount of 

activity, but that's what I know about VIM. 

Q If I had to force it into one of the four 

categories of delivery points that AMs uses, is there 

cne that it would fit better in? 

A I guess, I think a better way to think about 

:t is you sjant to match delivery types to 

tnchnolc~ies. 1rL other words, the six technologies 

I:? dt.f::15:5 b:; whethei- the carrier has a vehicle, what 

. ,..~ i l  '- _ar::?: dges, and not so much the delivery type. 

~S; I guess, to me, the question would be, 

&:..it .,_ r y ~ ~  'zf delivery type would be associated with a 

. .  . I ? !  :~oi?c.;-? Ar.3 to t!:t extenc that it was similar ~- 

,..As j .  . is 3 :?ugh one. Cn one hand, I want to say 

. ~ . . , - r a l  - '~, . 1 . ; i p : r m ! e n t  tie.:~luse you have the idea of a 

1 7  i - n .  t , ? i :  :here the carrier is actually 

:SI : ; - S i n ?  ~ . , : i  in t!:- m . 1 1 1  Ioom, whereas my 

. ::1,3<. r s  r -1 :1 2 1 in V:M ii' i t ' s  more likely to be a 

i L  .:: i I 1 e 1. s e :r; L . ~~ ~';.:13 be hard. It would be hard. 

c I -  . .. ,G 1 ,d yc>J k at page 12 of your testimony? 

A res. .. 
0 Lozk a: lines 21 to 2 3 .  

A I 

Q tiere. you're saying that one of the goals of 

1. 
. P C  
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the CCSTS was to estimate volume variable costs with 

lower variance. Is that right? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q Would you say that that was a primary goal 

of the study? 

A I'm always uneasy when I have to identify 

which goals are primary and secondary, but I think it 

'&as a n  i3pc.r-tant one. 

ci I n  terms of estimating volume variable costs 

. -.,h .. :L.A'CI- .:.iriance, 3wo>lJ you say that the CCSTS was 

C".'S t ' :  1 I' 

A : kelieve sc. 

I> v '-uuld you 1s::i. 3.. ::our response to OCA/USPS- - 
l . i - G l '  

. .  L. ; i?a7e I r . 

, 4 b * . ,   kit-:^.>, . . ' , ,  , . - I ~ P  * I * e L -  isked to provide \ 1  ~ , .  

_, . , - . I : : I ~ :  *- 7 :- . l rs I F F : :  - : t  :n ::::i~- estimating equations. 

.-, _ - *  7 

.. A : ' ~ s ,  s11r 

'1' ? Al:d In t h e  r i':r2se, you provided a table 

:hi: shc .~ . ; :  ni . ir31n.i i  +. "c' for both your f u l l  quadratic 

,ir13 rest:~~rtel quad :  i:~::. Csrrect? 

A <<es. SI: . 

A E ~  .n.!ie:~e :: says "variability" over those ,/. 
'e 

:'vis c.>l.;m:::s, :ha: shguld really be "marginal time." 
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A Yes. Thank you. 

Q I would like to direct your attention to the 

restricted quadratic estimates for letters and flats. 

They look almost the same to my ignorant eye. Can you 

tell me whether they are statistically different from 

each other? 

A I have not done any such tests. 

3 How would one go about performing such a 

: es t  ? 

A a e l i ,  the mar3ina.l costs are potentially 

i : ~  functions of t k e  estimated parameter, so I 

':.::-.',: -. -:r 53. one wotcJld have to perform what's 

I I::F? i "koctstrap a r i . ~ l ~ ; s i s ' '  t o  do it .  It's a . ,  . 

.- ._ I .  ~ 3 :  1.1 t i  rrchniJ';i. z;i:-:e :;ou do repeated sampling 

r . 7  w :;1i,3 I C  the two numbers f o r  

7 . .-- . . . . -  L <> * -  i: l:-,>I f l a t s  ticre, ;ie r;tn't just say, "Well, they 

1: ~ L ' L : - . ; '  ~ 1 ~ s ~ .  8,- m i s h t  as well treat them the 

A : !i_:r!'t :k:: ::'I .xhat purpose you want to 

t .. .~/, . i t  r ...,.., bL...~ : i l l  same,  L I ; ~  1 would certainly agree, they 

j 1 - e  .,,-:.; <:i?se 

-, Y In yqur t e s t : r , o n y ,  you have a table showing 

ted pa:-dr.e:rrs of your models and something 

-<3lled " i i z  s2fandar:j error" - 

A 'x'es, sir. 
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Q ~- and another column called "HC T- 

statistic" or something like that. Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q I ' m  rapidly trying to find the page. 

A I think pages 35 through 38 would be where 

you '  r e  looking 

3 Let's just look at page 38, which is, I 

believe, your restricted model. Is that correct? 

A Correct. 

i take it thar Lhe HC standard error is r. 
d 

?..<.I r 3 - 1  that one uses r ?  3udge the accuracy of the 

. -,,* ' ~ c: . -.., _,_fficient. 13 that correct? 

f? I think the ;i.;.:~i that statisticians would 

. . ,. i' rr--:baS?:/ "ore :; :-.,'I ind that has a specific 

:;?, .x!i:,:h w a L ; I d  t.': r :ii'  if idence interval 

t!i ar. FS. : z i : - , i  c,>efficient could be 

1rtv3 ' .ising t h g -  ii: ~ ! ~ i z d ~ ~ r d  error. 

3 i ,  in E.,:: ,  : I i d~ ' s  how you get the T 

.. .. 1: .,:t;,' 

A T n e  T sta::s::. ;s the ratio of the 

* :ndtG:i c'Jefficien: : 1 :!:e HC standard error. 

3 Long ago, w ! : ~  I took statistics we said 

t h a r  a T statistic w::~!i an absolute value greater than 

Peafit :hat you h 3 i  a statistically significant 

estimate. 20es thalt sound right to you? 

Eeritage Reporting Corporation 
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i A If you could allow me just to be a little 

i bit more formal, the T statistic greater than 1.96 

3 al lows you t o  reject the null hypothetical that the 

’* coefficient is zero. When you said it‘s significantly 

different, really it means significantly different 

f r ~ m  zero. 

3 I wolild like to go through these two .. 

: . - I ~ : s T : - s  .. that you have here. 

A I-.!: - huh , 

i ;::?:e are two for letters. Correct? 

i .. xes, sir. 

-. 

.. 

1s for the p:al.n, o l d  letters term, and ,. 

’ . -  . .. . . .- ~ . C b j Y  -;.. squared :?:in. 
, .  ... 

L I .i.- . .  . . ..,.. 

4.4. That sounds good to 

... , 

is ,I. -.le. 

.. . .  

r li reject the null 

. .  .. I b:‘.’ . . . j _  , I -!,at - j - r .  ..... .:--rficient that you estimated 

. .  *.,.: . i l f f<: : r r : : t  f r o 3  Z C ’ I  I .  

.. il I>,,; , . ,- . .  * ,dLA; , i  : 8 : :  to relect it. 

7 ” .*:! yns 3:s: F’it some sort of a distribution 

, ! . ~  ., ~ . . - A  . . I * z Y : I T , ~ ! : ~  coefficient and come up with a 

i?er:ta?e Reporting Corporation 
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probability, not just rejecting or accepting a 95- 

percent confidence interval but a precise probability 

that it must be something less than 95 percent? 

A Sorry. I didn't get that one. You could 

certainly put a confidence interval around it. 

Q Well, you have a standard error of a decimal 

point, many zeroes, and then a two. 

A Correct. 

Q And that looks like it's actually - -  it 

looks like there's more zeroes in your estimate, but 

ma:.,be they are the same. I think there's more zeroes 

i n  the estim3te. 

A Okay. 

0 When you hj.:-- ,a ~:.3!idard error that's ten 

rimes bigger than y3:?1 t'stimate, that's not good, is 

I t ?  

A W h i t  a 111~1. .  :::1ri.3:~d error relative to the 

estimate  PIC:^::^ is t ! ~  I -  : ! ; a c  raefficient is imprecisely 

estimated l is c-srnp<airri ' ' :he linear coefficient, which 

we would s a y  I S  mtirh !-::~c precisely estimated. 

Correct. 

Q Okay. N 3 . x .  i f  you look at the two T 

statistics for flats, ~- 

A Uh-huh. 

Q - -  the cne for the linear term is actually 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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. .  

. ~. 

smal le r  than  t h e  one f o r  t h e  squared term 

A C o r r e c t .  

Q And n e i t h e r  one of them i s  g r e a t e r  than 

1.96. 

A N o .  The squared t e r m  is 1 . 6 6 ,  and t h e  

magical number f o r  a 10-percent  confidence i s  1 . 6 5 ,  

but your poin t  i s  w e l l  t aken .  

Q Does i t  concern you t h a t  t h e  squared term 

stenis t o  be more p r e c i s e  than  t h e  l i n e a r  t e r m ?  

A N 2 .  

A v i:es t h e  sign o n  the  e s t i m a t e  of t h e  squared 

. ~~. &..-ry i : :z i :~,:e  t h a t  t he  marginal c o s t  of f l a t s  i s  

: r: z r e  3s 1 :? 'ii t h volume? 

., A :is, yes .  

, I  w C c ) u l d  p ! i  lm!< a t  t h e  two s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  

.-:'-J'J?n:e.j ~ .~ 7131 1 7  

n 

I' d :- 1,:oks like WP beat t h e  10-percent  - -  

m . .:-1-ect. 

C' A!:ci  he si<?:: of t h e  c o e f f i c i e n t  on t h e  

_. 

A R13ht. 

3 Coes t h a t  1::dicate t h a t  marginal c o s t  is  

derreasinj '~'::h i?.C:-Pased volume? 

.. A :es. 

Hericage Reporting Corporation 
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Q Could you skip down to small parcels, those 

two - -  

A I have it. 

Q - -  two statistics there? They don't look so 

good. 

A Small parcels is a low-frequency event. 

What i mean is if a carrier on a particular route will 

hate lecters, they may have 19 small parcels. 

$ 2  f r -n c~T-. econometrlc point of view, it's much more 

~ 4 . _ > .  4 , ' C .  : 'I precisely eut ;mate  that coefficient 

: c:~..wsc. : !:.-IU's not a :-r -f them delivered on a 

'.'X . .  . .  . :  So, :v.es:, r i:c?se are imprecisely 

i: . - 1 - 3 i - d  ,-.?mpared t \ .  : 

- -: 1 .  -tie next page, 39? ,- 

A 1 ha:.e I! . 

,; A?d : ~ l : : '  * - ,  i !lave your variabilities 

!; . - i _ r  f a ! l .  1 ' : t ~ i :  iti:. .ind the restricted. 

A 

, ,  ., , : . + n ' t  have a standard err~or . . ~  

. ~ -- .. ,. ~I . :-. ,*-:SCIC ds::~. -: , * . - : I  with these numbers. 

A ?e j ! : :  :-.:Jnlinear functions of the 

~ : j r . j m r f c : s .  S2 ic'.: ::-: j u s t  a matter of reading it 

p:irer 0 : : : :  :-. or something. It would be a 

2 T!!ese ii:~': the important numbers, though. 
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Right? 

A They are important numbers, yes 

Q These are the numbers that are used to 

create volume variable costs. 

A Correct. That's right. 

Q How would one go about determining whether, 

:r. this case, these are significantly different from 

:>ne? 

A Do you mean the sum of them or each 

; : ! , l l .~ :d .~ ,31  cne? 

Edch i n a i v i J u c q l  one. 

t, I th:nk that an approach, again, would be 

. .  : ~ , ,  ~. cc'.i1 d d 3  a bootst:-,lp-t;'pe analysis to calculate a 

. .  
< : ~ : ~ t ~ ~ ' + '  f 3 r ~  each ,311.: i : : i  *}:en do a hypothesis test. 

..,i: :p;c:~oCi ''2 the s:s test before where we 

l i  t k i r  i: was actually zero, you could 

i , l  5 :?r t es t  :.I t e s t  the null that it was one. 

,. 2'3. ycIu -*:~:<~.,.-~. p .  to do anything like that? 
i 

A >j'-: , s : r . 

w I:1 any cf .I discussions with folks at 

. . .~~3q' . i l r :ers ,  ! . + :  did ir,y.>i:+ inquire as to whether such a 

tes: oughr to be d-E+?  

A i:d say, probably for two reasons. 
-. i n e r e  'w'.15 n3 a pr;?~~: reason to believe it would be 

311e beca,.;se d lot of previous work in carriers 
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suggested even lower variabilities than this; and, 

secondly, because they are materially different than 

one, I think people used the ocular T tests to say 

that they were different. 

0 How much work would it be to develop the 

bootstrap variances that you were talking about? 

A Considerable. 

Q So you would feel comfortable leaving all of 

:is with the ocular test of significance. 

A I am. 

Yi?. COSTICH: I nave no further questions, 

CHAIRMAN W A S :  Tht;\nk you, Mr. Costich. 

?"?r-. Olsc::' 

Z.< - EU.AX;NATION 

E.< Mi?. 2>.5::;: 

,', .-' L r - .  ar-a.jir.::, h:. Fly name is William Olson 

: < ~ :  : c ~ s r n t ; : : j  ' J a l - P 3 k  :;::err Marketing Systems and Val- 

I i': Pe31?:~5 ASSOC13I'; :;. 

A G.203 rn9r:i::. 1 .  

c Good rncJr!>:::i. Find I want to ask you if we 

_. .7!i C q i n  with your t timony at page 19. 

A I have I:. 

9 Fif :;ne 2 ,  you say, "Volume data were 

col:ecced by shape." dnd then, at lines 9 and 10, it 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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says - -  is it DOIS? - -  

A I believe that's show it's said, yes. 

Q - -  the DOIS systen collects volume by shape. 

Correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And then on lines 11 and 12, you say, "The 
_.;-- ~ . >  data-collection effort also coliects volume by 

. ,.: : . , .%::e.  .., " C'zrrect? 

A '."?rrect . 

- F i r s t  of a?i, you've been in the hearing 

, ..~ . ; . . _ _ : ' . : I  , . . . T.;,' ques:ions to Mr. Stevens. 

. -  ~ , i_ . r .. . a .  

. >.:;,3 you k2-.*, ~ - I ' m  sure you know, but I'll 

.. .. 3<;.. . . . , .  ,. , .: I ?  .._. ?. .i ;.:;: 'A' , * , i i 2 t  a detached address label 

. I  . .  I. . 27, 

. . ^ , , I  - :. ~ ~ ., .. b. : : i w :htxr- rne CCS includes DALs in 

. , , , f  1 . . .  ..* - ,  
. . ~ <  7 . L .  

i ,  

!.  ti^;: is the person who is the .. 
I ,  1 ! . i; :~ -2 

. . .  _ .  ' .,.. . . . ~. . . . . . . . I. -_ I ' x i  ~ - .:'.r?iure a guess, but you have 

. ~ '_ ~. ze, i t  n:i-.- i.s-:'- erx-Or~ in it. 

!4y underst i:li:ng is that CCS does count the 

,.... <: . .  
, I  . .., 

* , i : , i i -e . i ,  as I think we've demonstrated, 
+ _ .  :. :::err as l e . r e r s  as opposed to flats or parcels. 
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A That's my understanding. 

Q And do you know if the CCS records the DALs 

separately or just includes them among all letter- 

shaped mail? 

A Again, subject to correction by Mr. 

Harahush, my understanding is that the DALs would be 

included in the letter count. 

Q And under DOIS, - -  I know very little about 

DOIS, but you discuss it on lines 9 and 10, is it the 

same there? Do you know i f  DOIS includes DALs in this 

.:c!ume co.Jnt? 

A : believe it dces, yes. 

0 And underst3!?jin.] that it does count DALs, 

is it  the same thi:ia, :h-._it i: counts them as letters 

ind not as fiats c.1- r i r c e l s ,  t h e  host piece? 

A i t h i r i k  i: :jc-pe?ds upon how the DAL is 

handled. i b~iiev- i f  :he CAL. is cased, it would be 

csunted as a iette:~, :-,;: i f  c h e  DAL came to the 

deliver:/ s t a t  isn a i r . ,> . i : :  sarted in block sequence f o r  

che car:~ier- to t a k e  ~ ' 8 : -  ,AS  3 separate bundle, t hen  I 

believe it wsuld be syqa.icnced. 

Q Same of t k : s ,  I ,  frankly, don't know how 

DOIS plays into t h : s .  'iour study is not based on DOIS 

data. Correct? 

A I would be glad to try to explain it, if 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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it's helpful. 

Q Thank you. 

A As was mentioned earlier by counsel, this 

study was done in 2002, is when the data effort went 

out. So planing obviously took place in 2001. At 

that point, the DOIS system was just being originated. 

It was lust starting up.  We had two concerns in 

ccllectiq volume data. One, we wanted the local 

people t? really make an effort to be accurate because 

!!??I.';. 31-c ,i;:<ay-s issues as to whether or not you can 

' is5 L-Fe: '  If 31 data foi~ a rate case study, and do 

r ~ t - i i  I>. accurately report to headquarters in an 

. ~ - r d t : ~ : ~ . i !  study? So we asked the local people to 

ds..;re :: :<:id repc:-: I: to us carefully, to check the 

I s I> :- P 3 a n d  all t!:.2t kind of stuff. 

tim.ever, ,wirb. an eye :o the future, we 

:- shapc.! d : 3 ~ , 3  consistent with what was 

:*AT. So, in other words, the 

.\ . ~' - .>  . s';"''.'-? cf protocols for saying what a 

!?::e:- w ~ 3 : q  -L what ,i f:<t: was,  and we matched our 

L O  tho561 . i + i r i n i t i o n s ,  with the idea and 

:i:c b,ope t h a t  i f  t he  ,Zzmmission would accept t h i s  

, j ~ n e r a l  ,a~~rsach, tiie:i 'we would be able to someday 

t-:r::tuali;: d:spense ,n.;th the difficult, expensive 

process of collecting from the field and just collect 

Eeritage Reporting Corporation 
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it from the operational data bases 

So we did ask them to send us their data, 

as, I think, Witness Stevens said earlier. There may 

well have been instances where they sent us the same 

thing they put into the DOIS system, but we were 

really ahead of the DGIS system when we did this 

study, a n d  so that's, I think, a little confusion in 

haw It's used. 

.̂ i Ckay. So for my purposes, the key issue is 

., ~. . . .. - - >  . . L ~ P ; ~ ~ s  DALs an2 "3' how DGIS treats DALs ~- 

-.,""r~? _.  ~~ because we'i~e r:3t dealing with DOIS data. 

A ~ ,d,3n' t k n - .  U A  . . A , . . L  . L  .- your purpose is, but i n  

. '_,. .  . - r  .~ ~ distr-ibtit 1 ::'. k-;:, :hat's based upon CCS, 

. _ ^ _ .  
-.a'*.- 1 L  i i l .  

.-.. . .  
% dr..-:. L.t v'.,' - s k  '~':,g to go to page 26 of 

, ... :.$,e i s,-z:ion there called 

, I  . , ~. i', ,. ..L I ~. . i t h e  i ' i ! ;  r t  .e5 .: BP Included in the . .  

.~ .. .. . - ., . et 1 1 : cquar 1 "::, " 

.. k I *.Zl . , $ 1 1 .  

I - . -Ind ~ i :  7 : : .  . . : . 1  o f  that page you say, " I n  

..!;:.= si.-: : ? E ,  I de+-: ;:~- :.?w the right-hand-side 

.;:jr;3t'ies '&ere chcs 

. I  A I C - s ,  si: 

i z iciy discussed the need to 

sb. by  s i : ipe  between letters and flats, and 
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( 2 C 2 )  628-4888 



2295 

you've discussed density in parcels and other issues 

in here. But your variables are defined - -  well, 

first of all, your equation is presented on page 29. 

Correct? 

A Yes, sir. 

Q And the variables are set out at the top  of 

Fage 30. Correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. What I want  t o  focus on is your 

r - i i b l e ,  S ,  sequenced mail, - -  

A ' i e s .  

. - -  and ask YOU s3me questions about that. -. 

. .  
l i i  . i ' - . ru~iil ; .  did. We asked you,  T-14-9(b), if you can 

. , ,  .. ._  .. TO i h3: cne, ~ 

A Gc: I t .  

3 ~ ~ the firs- sentence of B says: "Sequenced 

~ I _ :  . , ; n z : , ~ d e s  rnai1t.t ~~:-ep.3t-ed, full-coverage mailings, 

c.:.~her !c.:.tet-s o r  f l  i r i ; ,  which do not require casing.'' 

~' r 'c -c '  ... 

A T t i a r ' s  whar :: says, yeah. 

Q And that's :v' ' :~. i~  definition of "sequenced 

3 2  11 . " 

A I d i d n ' t  'rri7inate i t ,  but that's the 

i e f i n i r i ~ . n  that's :[I the study, yes 

Q And in Seccion C, where it says, about the 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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middle of your response, six lines down, it says: 

"Sequenced mail is mail that includes full-coverage 

mailings, either letters or flats, which do not 

require casing without regard to class and subclass,'' 

and that's consistent with what you say in B, is it 

n9'-? 

A it is. 

u Okay. You do understand, do you not, that 

E:?. sat)uration mail, whether it be letters or flats, 

~z k e  seq'.ienced by line of travel? 

h I ' m  not sure .xh;lt "line of travel" is. 

C W ~ l k  sequence? 

k 343). I ' m  ' & ' C b  . L : .  ..- :.,u. ECR saturation - -  

rate category, ECR 

. . - I  st!'.::~3:izr., :he rna:le: .kL p:~epare it in walk 

.I ! .~ nc- .  .,,. ,..'- 

.. 
r-, r res, e i ~ b . 6 . : -  :: it';; flats or letters. 

7% C,fher - I -  'xi::. 

(-, I - = _  is : . ; ; I *  - t h i n g  new to you? ., 
i 

A I ' m  actual:;; : an expert on the rate 

-a:eqories, so I az:':--. i t .  

0 I'm not ask:::.; you to be. 

A m a y .  

P, Y if you'll :i:cept it, that's okay. 

A Sure. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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1 Q So what I'm trying to get at, though, is 

2 what you say here in 9(b). 

3 A Uh-huh. 

4 Q You say that sequenced mail, as you use the 

-~ : e m .  includes mailer-prepared, full-coverage - 

i l i n q s ,  either letters or flats, which do not 

require casing, and by the way that I understand the .. 

rer ,?zts  of the Domestic Mail Manual, that is 

~',T:,I.? w i t h  all ECR saturation letters and flats. 

A . :i3 be?iei:e scme ECR saturation mail could - .  

. _  ~. ,sc- : , e.:er. F o r  example, if it was a foot 

. . 1 .  . . , .  .. ,~ ~ 1 .. :~ 3 'VK. L '  a n d - i q , > o  mute, and there is a limited 

. . .  . ..,. . L ~ :  : 5 ::riles tha: ri:e carrier can take, again - -  

. . 1 3 : e e  I d i t h  that. 

, ^  , .. . . , .  .r.i::. '~ 

. Y : .  I '  ' 5 'A'!::.' . 1sc;ening what you wrote in 

. . . . >  . . ,~...., . . . An': say that. You said, 

,. . . . :  ,'.?, ... .. :? n.~:ler-prepared, full- 

. , .'. ,. . I : ,  .' ,:.::,.q::, ' - : . ' * , :  ~ .. 1 e t L e 1 - s  or- flats, which do 

. .  . .  :I- !':::c' ;Lls ;n; j ."  

. - ,- I-y I t 
I, . . - - - - . 
r F'L: what i ' : :  suggesting to you is that 

. .  
,::, ~ : r  ','_,\, i:; ..:le words "sequenced mail" to 

. .  . . .. - . .  . . .  . A ' .  . *_ .  2-k s . a r ' ~ : . i : i c n  letters and flats. Do you 
, .  ,~<- -: ~ ., , . . ., , <. . . ,. rkd:? 'ic'l don't mean that, do you? 

Ser iLaqe  Reporting Corporation 
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A First of all, this definition is not by 

class or subclass. This is an operational definition, 

so this definition comes from the way Postal Service 

operations defines sequenced mail in the field. To be 

honest with you, defining this class or subclass was 

not a consideration. I'm not trying to say it is ECR 

saturation, or it's not ECR saturation or any of those 

things. What it is, is, as a workload measure, it's 

mail that is not cased, it's already prepared by the 

mailer, and the carrier takes it to the street as a 

separate bundle. 

Q Ck3;;. That, I think, is the definition you 

used in your-  testimony, bat it's not what it says 

here. 

A I don't sec -1 difference. 

Q i ie11, t h -  d:tf~re:ice is that here you talked 

about mail .*.hich d ~ . s ; r : ' :  1-F'pii-e casing. Well, line 

of-trave! n u i l  does::'- :eqxir-e casing. Whether i t ' s  a 

letter cr .* flat, I?: . . I : ;  IT to the street as a third 

bundle. It  j x s  n?:. rel'.i:Ie casing, to use the term 

that you ased in bot!: . , f  these deflnitions. 

A l l  I ' m  tr:,':r;y to get you 'to say is I think 

what you mean is PO: :r,~iil which does not require 

casing, but I think .&hat you mean is mail that is not 

cased and is not fPS'd. Isn't that what sequenced 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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mail is, the way you use it and the way Witness 

Stevens used it? 

A I guess I ' m  confused. If it's cased, it 

seems to me it requires casing. 

Q Well, if it comes to the Postal Service in a 

line of travel - -  let me give Val-Pak's mail as an 

illustraticn. You've probably seen coupons in an 

envelcpe f r m  Val-Pak. It is bar coded, it's ECR 

satura:::? l e t t e r s ,  it is in line-of-travel or walk 

sequenze i ,  and when it goes to a DDU, it can be 

L T  .wh.a:ever method that the carrier would find 

-,:s: e!f:;ient. It can either be taken to the street 

!:; is a third bundle, or it can be DPS'd if they 

. ~ .  t . L L  - - IF it bazk r: t i i t -  plant, or it can be cased 

D;; :!le' c 3 : ~ t ~ 1 ? r .  

S,~, Khat I ' m  t . x u s i n , 3  on is you say "which do 

T~ :-e,-")*- 1" . ,:isina," i n d  I ' m  suggesting, is the word 

"r?p l :? . . : ' '  - the .*'r::::g wot-1 i n  your response? 

A 1:;. N3. : think it's the right word. I 

t1::nk c h i -  1.311 ma). h- '_nicking about a DMM type of 

.i 5 f i :11 t This 1s i n  aperational definition. In 

o r h e r  .*.z:ds, ygu J U S :  nentioned it can be handled by 

t h e  carrie:- gost efficiently. 

GIe11. this is an operational definition that 

red casing." In other words, it says "if 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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it's cased." My understanding of this definition is 

very practical: Did this mail get cased or not? When 

i say "required casing" here, that's saying, at the 

local unit, did they make a decision to case it or 

not? So I think the definitions are the same. 

Q So what you're saying - -  I guess I ' m  getting 

do-wn tc what the difference is. I think what you may 

be say:ng is that the Postal Service, at the delivery 

u n : c ,  did riot view it to r-equire casing on that given 

:;i;. . 're not saying $11 line-of-travel mail .. 

s r.ising, a re  yz : ;?  It is taken out as third 

. - -  _ _  doesn't re7x::~e casing to get delivered. 
I, L e t  me tr:; l i - : l i : : .  

il 3y. 

, i '?,e seq'.;..n:cd .'. i I : 'ids the mail that did not 

~ 

_ I  ,... ..- -;.s:eq?. . , .  - 1 .  31 : . , r re rs  and flats are the 

- . i l l  :hi: 3:,3 req..;;:? c3s::ii. Okay? So if it did not 

I,;: I. . .  IF:,. 4 ., ~ L ' S  c 3 : : ' - i  ":;c~~.:enced" and taken o u t  as a 

- +  _ _  I T  did :-: . - I : : - < ,  it would be counted in 

+ : : - - L ~ s  or : : I - .  .:. 

* ,  
I m n'_'t --::';:: i :~o be obtuse; I j u s t  don't 

.wt-.i: L ' i c  miss:::':. Sorry. 

c I ' m  s,~kr:-t:ng to you, and this is the last 

cim,e I ' l l  a s k  IT :'ll just let it go, but I ' m  just 

s!;bxi::i::,? tz :;ZL zhat ECR letters or f l a t s  which a r e  

'jer-itagc Reporting Corporation 
(232) 6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



. .  

2 3 0 1  

in line of travel do not require casing. They don't 

require casing. They can be taken to the street as a 

third bundle. And you say sequenced mail only 

includes mail which requires casing. I ' m  saying line- 

of-travel mail does not require casing. If the Fostal 

Service can take it to the street as a third bundle 

'without casing, how can you say it requires casing? 

R I don't set policies. I just have a very 

~;r-ac::.ca! measurement: Did they case it or not? If 

f .. kr j ; s r ~ 3  "requires" is tsthering you, to me, that 

' ~ ' 2 s  i t  cased or 7.3:. 

r, i I f  that's what you mean the word "required" 

. r-ea::, :hen  we can m2'.'e an. 
I_ . A inay . a':; 1. 

. 1 ' 1 1  gc wi:!! :,.'sur definition from your - 
I ,  . . n .L i ch  .n i s .  i t.-.!i?.:e, very clear. 

- A L k ,a;. . 

= it's r i l l s  i'i c-Znfused me. 

A I ' m 50L~r')' . 

Y 53 when 'e 3:' t o  your testimony on page 29, 

t 

,~:;j w t '  ;:'sic a: your- ~ 7 : ~ t i a n  there, is it clear, then, 

:hat YC!J are not speaking about a definition of 

srqaenced mail wli? includes all ECR saturation mail? 

:: ases r.ct ~ncluar all saturation ECR mail because it 

onl;,. 1r:::iLtdes the pieces that are taken directly to 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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the street as a third bundle. 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. So you're really dealing, in your 

definition of "sequenced mail," just with the mail 

that bypasses casing, and it's taken directly to the 

StL~eet. 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Now, since you count this volume of 

seq,aer.ced mail, the variable on the top of page 30, as 

i s r p a l - a t e  :rem, can i assume you'll agree with 

>!:::;ess S!e.:ens, there 1s nc7 double counting? In 

. I p r . ~  - :ds, if a piece is counted as a letter, or if 

. .  . s r ' z '~n :e -3  as a f l a : ,  :r .**ill not also appear in 

. , r '. - . ~ ~ _ i  I s ,  sequer?  :e- : r .  i : . 
- A L,>rre~t. 

r.  % I ! : P  cate'z:::?= c-auid be said to be mutually - 

L ' .  

A ;:>.deed, , N - :  I .i>r;e. 

/ I  i ;'IT! Just :: !: 1 '0 show off. 

Let me q'? ::it scmething I know less about, 

?.:en l e s s  i b o u c ,  w!:i I S  your coefficients for your 

rq :ess i sn  equatio!: '1:: page 29. And when you estimate 

ke:.as tilese days, 3 1 1  :hat  I understand is you put the 

airferenr vc7lune ct'.;:::~ €or all of your variables into 

ch.e equar:an, y o 3  press the start button on the 

. .  
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computer, and it pops out the beta. Is that correct? 

A That's not a bad description. 

Q All right. Well, let's go with that. Let 

me ask you, did the volume counts which you used for 

S, sequenced mail, include, then, the following items? 

:t included letters taken directly to the street as a 

r h i r d  bundle snd DALs taken directly to the street 

.h,;ti-.?.~~r_ cisin3 or DBS'ing and flats taken to the 

. i:'--.--- .~ - ~ . .. as a third bundle, not cased. 

m "":-r-ect .~ , 

w  my. On the c r h e r  hand, if a letter, - -  
- - I  

. .  ens said he haped you and he were on the . .  . 

7 ,  . I.. L .  7 :  ,:-: ~- I m SUI~IL' ::c:;i <%i-e, and I'll just confirm 

. : .  I '  +!:e 0th: t . i  !;$::.j, : t  a letter were either 

. .  ,:. i : . i : < ? d ,  1: : i d  be counted as a letter. . .  

. . ~ '_-. > . .  . . .  

i i  - I: w.i' i ::i: chat was cased, because 

. ,, ,..... ~ ,:,l::'t b e  DPS'd ~ ~f a flat is cased, it's 

f . .. . . i . 1 .  i ,*.: 3 f i 3 T  

T ,  I 6 ,  
n . s a L . l : .  

!;?w, ;et's go to page 56 of your testimony ~ 

'i 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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where you discuss sequenced mail in more detail. 

A Yes. 

Q And at line 6, you say: "Some ECR 

saturation mail is delivery-point sequenced by the 

Postal Service." Correct? 

2304 

A Yes. 

Q And, obviously, if it's DPS'd, it has to be 

letter shaped, so another way to say that would have 

been some ECR, letter-shaped, saturation mail is DPS'd 

by the Pc7stal Servlce - -  

A Ckiy . 

0 - -  because the Postal Service is not 

currently DPS'ing any cf their flats. Correct? 

A I ' m  not r~s::f:;:n< on mail processing 

Q 'Yiell, I :til:-.< we'l: accept that. 

Ho.we;.ei-, .i: 6: ]',?u aware that Witness Lewis, 

in response cc scme ::I :-):r interrogatories, has said 

t h z  the Pt2s:LiL St:.:: JG. 1:; s a m e  places now routinely 

DPS's D A L s ?  

A I w a s  nr_c , ' * ' t : +  of that, but I accept it. 

Q Eo you hi..,.. t:.,':' idea how large the volume of 

DALs that are entered 'w i th  ECR saturation flats or 

parcels are, how l a r j -  a number of DALs there are in 

the system? 

A No, I dcn't. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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Q Witness Kelley has an estimate he submitted 

in a library reference. I'll just represent to you, I 

believe it was 3.4 billion pieces that he came up 

with. I assume you have no way to evaluate whether 

that's high, low, accurate, inaccurate. You have no 

other number to offer. 

A I have no other number to offer. 

Q Okay. But the volume of D A L s ,  if that's the 

case, c s a l d  be approaching the volume of ECR 

S J : , J L - ~ ? ~ ~ O ~  Ie:ters. Can I ask you to accept that, 

L J Y C :  : 1 checking? 

a. - -  +i~e. 

<, w ,3k,3y. If we look at your testimony on page 

' . .  , 7 .ir:e 17, and ev?:i C ' I I  a simple equation - -  I'm no 

~3::: i2:1,  bu: z :  read tkat, as I understand it, 

1: says, ' 3  ~int the 'v.-ilirne of sequenced mail on the 
.~ . j., ~ , . ~. . ~ .  1 r q k e  the tct-i! ECR saturation volume, and 

';-,ii s u t t l - ~ \  'I from i t  r h r  ECE saturation that's DPS'd 

r :.>sed cr find c a s e j ,  : qiiess, is the better way to 

5 3 ?  :t. , : - L b - - L .  _ I I Y , . - t  7 

A C.srrect. I T  I:; end cased. 

Q Saw, iyhere 52es the number of total ECR 

s i t ~ 1 r . i t i ~ ' n  pieies c c m r  from? 

A The car-rier~ cnst system, CCS. 

3 Does it come from RPW? 
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A I believe it comes from the carrier cost 

system, CCS. 

Q So who gives you that input? 

A Witness Harahush. 

Q And do you know anything about, since now he 

is off the stand, anything about how he derives that 

number? 

A I ' m  not going to be very helpful there. I 

r-hln:: ke really is the person that knows. 
- . you Iden: if:". ir. your testimony anywhere 

..~:- ~ -;... <->>>vr-e of : t > i  

P. ...= v v - _ l ,  7 in ry; c cny, I'm laying out t h e  

>~.,.  _ .  c:f i:c?w one dc,r.-- :!-.is calculation. I didn't 

r . : ~ : i : I : ;  i-: t h e  ~31.: .: 2 .  : . ,  so I think Witness Meehan 

. i  -!~;'. . .i? has t!... +::'.13l ralculations and all of .. 

. ' - "T . ta t  lor1 ~' * ! .+ 5.2111 s and that kind of 

E "  f : g ' ~ i - e  out how to do it .. . i r  .d.. 
: ,. . . . .: 1 'It. '&,as ! ' .:5- 

- j1d!] ,Z : : 3 . ; . .  .~ f i  :!le calculation. L /  1 i i . I' , - 

- spec:! ..' :. : very next page a 

. , .  , . ~. 

j . . ,  . , ..- the number of cased 

D:<-:?S k-:::?.isc :;c'.i 1.  :..'+ t ; 3 , i e  t!ie number of cased ECR 

S . ~ ~ : U T ~ C I : : :  mal?. ::: :.:-.it ccrrect? 

A Say that r ~ ~ : z .  I j u s t  want to make sure I 

~11;de1.s:ai..4 ycur q'.;r':.t I >n. 

Fr~;? 2 ..>. I understand, there are four 

Eeriraqe Reporting Corporation 
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. .  

. .  

. .  

. 1  . '  

numbers here in this equation - -  

A Right. 

Q - -  that are expressed by words, of course. 

A Sure. 

Q And sequenced mail is what you're trying to 

derive. 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. To get to there, you have to come up 

. .~ t -h t h r e e  numbers. 

A Leah. .. 

- 
* The first is t , 3 t a l  ECR saturation, and you 

,-:,:5 t h a r  1 :  d:d not czmr from RPW but came from 
. . .  .. . . ~. , 

A F l J h t .  

, .  v - -  t h a t  '&.E j:.;t.n to you by Witness 

.. Sk!, : g'dess, - ~ 

A t i r i i 7 t .  

i - and :!IC.:: :..:u subtract from that the 

;:.I-~F:~ 7 i E':? saturxl :. :: p:eces which are DPS'd, and 

; sa::, t.31::u:iate r ! : p  CCS gives you - -  

A t h.3: number, 

ci 50 :;ou h.i.:c i specific number from, again, 

. I , +  ;'.,.:less Ha:-ahush. 

A F.i?h~, I-iqi::. 

c And  then, o n  the other hand, you don't have 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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a - -  

A Correct. 

Q - -  a number - -  I've got to say the question 

before you say "correct" - 

A I'm sorry. 

Q You don't have an ECR saturation volume of 

the pieces that are cased, so you have to come up with 

a system to derive one,  and you do that. 

A Correct. 

,-, h! o k a y .  NOW, t h e  way you do that, as I 

!c.:-s:.at;-l i t ,  if I lgok at the top of page 59, you 

. ~ , . .  ~ : ~ u ' ~ ; F  q.;t a three-step procedure, and Step 1 is . .  

.,. L I ~ : - . L L ~ ~  the casir.7 !, r s  for ECR saturation from 
. . . . .., . - -  r ~ l q i : t ?  - -  

A c2rrc.ct. 

'4 - -  :*rid the:: ';-,'.I estaclish casing 

C : - , j , , ! r : ] . : : :  : y s ,  -1,e- L...,. . t i t '  different for letters and 

. C. : r i . c : t ?  

H ,':>:~LVe-;t , 

2 A : i l  :hen _ ' . ' : ,  _:, Step 3, divide the hours by 

- i : ~  cr,zd:;c: i:ies '3;; i . i ~ - f  the pieces. 

A Cgrrect . 

Q Are ycu 3'6'1:e ~f the fact that when a 

ca-rier is casing .i X L ,  that it is recorded in the 

ICCS as a flat? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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1 A I've heard some discussions of the issue, 

2 but I'm not familiar with the details. 

3 Q Just to amplify the question, my 

-I understanding is the IOCS instruction manual advises 

- - :he t a l l y  Laker to look to the host piece to record 

:!le shape of the host piece and not put it down as a 

:-cter-shaped DAL. Does that sound right, or do you 

A I dor.'t know about the rules for IOCS. 

,. . . . . .  ;. ~~. . If ycu're developing the casing cost 

. . .  . . - : I : ; ,  'X ilcin't t h a t  include two components? 

.. , . ,  . _  ... . , . I L  . .. . .  inc!ude the CCSL of casing ordinary . . .  

J ~ P  ,and Lhe c:>s: cf casing DALs? Am I right 

. ... 
3 :  .:: ' .. ..3 111s~~~~.:z~~::s~' 

I %  *:I!-'& :!:e : i eLa i l s  of IOCS. From my 
. .  . .  . . .~ :: I ' . ~  - . " . Y ,  :ne.>:~c.!. 1 ; ; y ,  yau 'want to get the hours 

' 3 . . .  ' . . - I  * - I  . .  : :::.I i i  I ,: 1 :+ r !:at b:i letter productivity, 

:. . . ..  . ,. : . .  . .:.: t',:~ f: I!::  J:>.A di.:ide that by the flat 

.. .: 'x::ii your estimates of t h e  

I:: I:>: familiar with the details 

... i;? hours or those bits and . .  

::!e theory. 

-hat since a DAL is letter 

P cased at the same rate as 

. + -  f ~~ c . :~s  J . ~  ~ c c , i s ; . ~ i  . .  '3 flats? 

Her1 t - ~ j e  Reporting Corporation 
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A I really haven't studied casing. 

Q If you refuse to answer - -  not refuse - -  

A (Laughter.) 

Q If you decline to answer again, I won't push 

you, but, I mean, isn't it logical that if a DAL is 

letter shaped, that a letter-shaped productivity would 

apply to it as opposed to a flat shaped just because 

the host piece in a bucket somewhere is a flat or a 

parcel? 

A Again, I'm not an expert. It sounds 

reasonable, D U E  I reall:,. don't know about the details 

cf the instruction. 

c Is it your -:-.jerstanding, then, that the 

r;,J&er, gt2111q back t : ! ! e  :=:?:pie word equation here on 

page 58, that t!ie L U - P C Y  ].Q'.: get from Witness Harahush 

of  he tnt.iil E T  s3:';:~3:i2r. piezes includes all ECR 

saturation !~1:ters, XLs, a::d flats, or is it just the 

ECF s a t l i r d : . l ~ z  let:*--::: ii-.d fiats? 

A I ' m  R o t  t i l , :  fi!:.:iiar with DALs. I thought 

a GAL was cou:;ted a5 I i g ; ~ t e r  in CCS. I think that's 

what he said parlit:. :f t h e  class on a DAL is ECR 

saturation and is ~::i:!ted as a letter, that would be 

included in CCS's l ' -- :+r count for ECR saturation. 

Q So a:-e y r i i  saying, then, that the total ECR 

saturation number that you get from Witness Harahush 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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consists of two components, the total number of ECR 

flats and the total number of ECR letters and ECR DALs 

incorporated in that number of ECR letters? Is that 

what you said? 

A What I said is I don't know really 

ilaughter.) I was trying to make that clear. 

In concept, it is ECR letters. Whether or 

not it iricl-ides the DALs or not is a measurement 

issue. 'i'31.i $would really have to check with him. I 

1 ,  . h e l l ,  let's assume for a moment the number 

L lude DALs. I want to ask you about the 

A * 

: ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ z , ~ ~ i : ~ : ~  zf that f a r  your formula. 

A !! i t  did n-: Include the - 

- T ,i other wctds ,  if it was simply the ECR 
1 

i i t : i : - , i t ;  Iezrers a!:d E:CR flats, and the number of 

L , ~ - . s  x ? s  3:s!<?'zarde2 r h e  w,3:,. that it is in RPW - -  

. ;,a' . .  i I i' + I i ~ ' .  . j  .* the ::'ST>'- is for RPW - -  

.,., 

A F ;qht. 

c is not in total ECR 

, t h e n  w e  .>:.e subtracting from that the 

r.urnlxr cf CFS'd pieces and the number of cased pieces ,  

,which :r.cllude a lot c'f D A L s  which weren't in the total 

EC? satL-ation n u m k r .  Do you see m y  point? 

A Yea?.., I ds. 
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Q If that were true, would that not present - -  

A _ _  an issue? 

Q - -  a serious issue about the reliability of 

the numbers? 

A To the extent that DALs are, in reality, a 

large portion of ECR saturation, they should be in 

that count. I would agree. In other words, I think 

,what we're saying is if we look at the first number 

after the equal sign, that should include the DALs 

because when we get down to sequenced mail, which 

could include DALs, too, we want to make sure thac ' d e  

only subtract those pieces from the total pie that 

should be taken out, and I agree with that. 

0 And if the first number had no DALs in it, 

and you subtracted out DPS'd DALs - -  

A Right. 

Q -~ because I already told you Witness Lewis 

said that there were such things - -  

A Sure. 

Q - -  and we take cased DALs, and I don't have 

an estimate - -  I don't think the Postal Service has an 

estimate to share with you from the record, but 

Witness Kelley has that number, I believe, of 3.4 

billion DALs, even if 2 billion DALs were cased, that 

would be a whole lot of pieces to take out of this, 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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would it not? If they are not in the total, and you 

subtract them from it, you‘ve got sort of gibberlsh, 

don‘t you? 

A I would agree that the subtraction should be 

entirely consistent. Again, I ’ m  not familiar with 

DALs or not. My understanding is that the total 

saturation ECR was the total letters in the delivery, 

in CCS, for ECR. Whether it’s called a DAL or not, I 

don’t know, but it was the total letters. Subtracted 

f r o m  that would be the letters that were DPS‘d, 

whether they are DALs or not, and the letfers that 

were cased, whether they were DALs or not. 

So, in that sense, the answer to your first 

question, does the first total ECR include DALs, I 

think the answer to that would be yes because thls 1s 

supposed to be the total ECR saturation number coming 

o u t  of CCS, and I think he said this morning they 

count DALs as letters. 

0 I ’ m  just wondering if, since you don’t know, 

and we don’t have this here, we’ll just have to 

speculate about this possibility, - -  

A Sure 

Q - -  and in your response just then, you 

limited your answer to letters. 

A I’m sorry. 
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Q You didn't reference flats. You didn't mean 

to do that, did you? 

A I thought  you just said DALs were o n l y  

letters. 

Q But in your formula to get to sequenced 

mail, sequenced mail would include letters and flats. 

Correct? 

A Absolutely, absolutely, absolutely. 

Q Okay. So if we take, then, the f i r s t  number 

to the right of the equal sign of total ECR 

saturation, if it includes letters and flats but no 

DALs, ~- let's assume that for just the purpose of t h e  

question ~- we don't know if it's true, since you 

can't speak to that, and I missed my chance ~- 'we 

subtract from it DPS'd letters and DALs, and we 

subtract from it cased DALs, we wind up with ~- 

A ~- the wrong number. 

Q - -  the wrong number f o r  sequenced mail. 

A I agree, theoretically. 

Q Underestimated number. 

A Theoretically, i f  you subtract off two 

numbers that include DALs f o r  a number that does not 

include DALs, you're either subtracting too much, or 

you haven't started with enough. I agree. 

Absolutely. 
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MR. OLSON: Thank you so much, Dr. Bradley. 

I really appreciate you working through it with me. 

It's not easy. 

THE WITNESS: Sure. 

MR. OLSON: Thank you,  Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Right on time, five minutes 

to spare. 

Is there ,anyone else who wishes to cross 

examine this witness? 

(No response. 1 

CHAIRMAN '3MAS: Are there any questi-1;s fr-m 

che bench? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: I have some questions 

about the data that was prepared. What were the 

sources of shape volume data for regular mail that you 

used in the study? 

THE WITNESS: The sources? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Uh-huh. 

THE WITNESS: There were two data-collection 

efforts. One was for letters and flats, and one was 

for, that you spoke earlier, parcels and accountables 

The letters, flats, and sequenced mail was recorded by 

the supervisor in each of the delivery units, and then 

that data was sent to headquarters and key punched 

So for the letters and flats and sequenced mail, the 
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source was local counts, often the same kind of volume 

data that they are now reporting into DOIS, so that 

was the first one. 

For larger and small parcels and 

accountables and things like that, we actually had to 

undertake, again, the same delivery units, but the 

carriers would record what volumes they were carr:Jing, 

send that to headquarters, and it's key punched into a 

data set. 

COMMISSICNER GOLDWAY: Could you describe 

the screening that you applied to the shape .ml'~me 

data that was used? 

THE WITNESS: In actuality, Witness Stevens 

did that part of the study in terms of the screening. 

I got the data after it would have been screened. In 

speaking for him, I think what he instituted was aa 

review of the data as it came in. He looked for 

things that were obvious, -~ extra columns, missing 

data, o u t  of order, 10 million pieces, those sorts of 

things -~ and then we would go back to the field and 

check the veracity of those numbers. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: What criteria did he 

use? 

THE WITNESS: That, I don't know. You would 

have to ask him on that one. 
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COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Miscoding of routes 

and dates; would that be some of it? 

THE WITNESS: Certainly, I know that he made 

an effort to be sure that the recording of both routes 

and dates were accurate, yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: And outliers? Did 

you provide any guidance on outliers? 

THE WITNESS: In my response to POIR 9, I do 

provide an analysis of outliers, Question 10. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Do you know what 

percent of the data was screened out for any cf these, 

misquoting outliers or any other criteria? 

THE WITNESS: I don’t think he screened out 

the data. I think he made the effort to - J e r i f y  and 

correct the data. My understanding is he did not 

throw out data; he just would verify it and correct 

I L .  

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So the data is there 

THE WITNESS: The data are all there. No 

data have been thrown away. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: And that includes the 

actual data for shape and volume and the scan data. 

THE WITNESS: Correct. All three sets. 

Actually, we were talking earlier, there is one for 

letters and flats, one for the parcels and 
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accountables, and they were volume counts. Then the 

third thing we did was ask the carriers to take their 

scanners with them on the street and record what they 

did. That information was in their scanner. At the 

end of the day, they take that, they put that in a 

cradle, and then that uploads to the computer, so that 

would be the third data set. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: But that was also 

screened, then. 

THE WITNESS: Yes, for dates and ZIP codes 

and all that kind of stuff. That’s correct. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Then you had the data 

to work with. 

THE WITNESS: Correct, correct. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: I have a sort of 

curiosity question. 

THE WITNESS: Sure. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: A couple of years 

ago, the Postal Service made a big deal about 

purchasing Segways to use for their carriers. 

THE WITNESS: Those little machines? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Those little 

machines. Many, many, many were purchased, and I 

wondered if when you were conducting the study, 

whether that was one of the technologies that was 
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reviewed. 

THE WITNESS: We didn't come across any 

Segways in our ~- 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So what ever happened 

to those Segways? 

THE WITNESS: They weren't being used by 

carriers in our ZIPS. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: We don't know what 

happened to those. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Okay. Thank : i c u .  

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any additional 

questions? 

MR. OLSON: Mr. Chairman, may I say that in 

my rush to meet your deadline, I forgot to a s k  one 

thing, which is if I could a s k  the witness or the 

Postal Service to ~- 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Olson, I did not want 

you to rush. I simply said - -  

MR. OLSON: It's just an excuse, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CIIAIRMAN OMAS: I'm not one to interfere 

with your timing, with your billing. 

(Laughter. ) 

MR. OLSON: For that, the  entire room is 
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grateful. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: (Laughter.) 

MR. O L S O N :  Mr. Chairman, it was a 

transparent excuse to simply say I had forgotten to 

ask the witness and the Postal Service if they could 

clarify the one matter that the witness admitted could 

be a significant problem if the CCS does not include 

C A L s  on page 58. i would like to ask the witness or 

the Postal Service ~f they could clarify the record on 

that to confirm that there are DALs in that ECR 

number; otherwise, the wltness has testified that we 

have a wrong number for sequenced mail, so I would 

request that that be provided for the record. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting and the 

witness, can your provide this? 

MR. KOETTING: Mr. Hollies tells me that his 

witness, Mr. Harahush, should be able to provide an 

answer. 

MR. OLSON: Thank you so much. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Olson. 

MR. OLSON: And would that be done so that 

we could use it? 

(Laughter. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I would hope so. 

MR. OLSON: Is there a date the chair is 
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imposing typically on these requests? 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, if we could have it as 

soon as possible, we would appreciate it. Obviously, 

able. It just needs to be - -  

MR. KOETTING: Professor Bradley’s 

on was the question was asked and answered 

this morning, so it might be available in the 

transcript. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, if you could 9i.Je us 

an idea this afternoon when we reconvene, we would 

appreciate it. 

MR. OLSON: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting, would YOU like 

some time with your witness? 

MR. KOETTING: If I could have 30 seconds. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Have I got you on a time 

schedule as well? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: The Postal Service has no 

redirect, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you. 

Mr. Bradley, that completes your testimony 

here today. We certainly appreciate your contribution 

to our record, and you are now excused. Thank you. 
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THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

(The witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: We will now take a break for 

about an hour, and we’ll come back at about 2 o’clock, 

and we will receive testimony from Witness Lewis. 

(Whereupon, at 1:03 p . m . ,  a luncheon recess 

was taken.) 
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A F T E R N Q Q N  s E s S I o N  

(2:08 p.m.1 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Before I introduce the next witness I would like to 

mention that we had a conversation with Mr. Olson 

after we went off the record regardinq his request for 

further clarification from Mr. Harahush about an item 

that he discussed in his cross-examination of Dr. 

Bradley, and ‘we were able to resolve that such that I 

believe that it’s fair to say that he has relie.Jed us 

of any obligation to provide anything further. 

We believe the transcript from Mr. Harahush 

will be sufficient. Perhaps Mr. Olson’s understanding 

is different? 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Olson? 

MR. OLSON: Gee, I don’t recall 

participating in that conversation. Actually, since 

it  involves witness Meehan and two other witnesses now 

what I ’ m  trying to do is simply track that the right 

number was used. 

Counsel assures me t h a t  my concerns are 

misplaced, but I just need to have something that I 

can sink my teeth into to make sure that my concerns 

were misplaced. So I will attempt to work with him 
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informally to track the number to make sure it has the 

DALs in it. 

If it does then I’ll drop ~t immediately, 

otherwise all I have is a quick don’t worry about it 

to go on which probably isn’t enough for the record. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Well, Mr. Koetting, will you 

work with Mr. Olson to try to resolve it? 

MR. KOETTING: I believe Mr. Hollies will. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Hollies? Passing the 

buck . 

MR. HOLLIES: Mr. Chairman, the specific 

request just before the lunch break was whether CALs 

were included in a specific number given by witness 

Harahush. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Correct. 

MR. HOLLIES: The answer is that the DALs 

are included. Now, this other matter about tracking a 

number is a conversation that came later and was 

beyond the scope of what we talked about before the 

break. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Could we add that to it? I 

think it was originally included in his original 

request, Mr. Hollies. We can go back, but at the same 

time can you produce those previous for Mr. Olson? 

MR. HOLLIES: The number in question is the 
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one that was provided by witness Harahush. With 

respect to tracking numbers we often work informally 

with Mr. Olson. I don’t see why that should be a 

problem. 

CHAIRMAN CMAS: Very good. 

Mr. Olson, do you agree with that? 

MR. OLSON: I look forward to that collegial 

relationshlp. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you 

Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’m 

sorry I brought it up. The Postal Service calls as 

i t s  next witness Jeffrey Lewis. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Lewis, would you please 

stand and raise your right hand? 

Whereupon, 

JEFFREY W. LEWIS 

having been duly sworn, was called as a 

witness and was examined and testified as follows: 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you. You may be 

sea ted .  

DIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KOETTING: 

Q Could you please state your full name and 

your position f o r  the record? 
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A My name is Jeffrey W. Lewis and I work in 

operations, Postal Service headquarters. 

Q Mr. Lewis, I’ve just handed you a document 

entitled direct testimony of Jeffrey W. Lewis on 

behalf of the United States Postal Service which has 

been designated as USPS-T-30. Are you familiar with 

that document? 

A Yes. 

Q Was it prepared by you or under your 

supervision? 

A Yes 

Q If you were to testify orally today would 

this be your testimony? 

A Yes. 

Q I ’ m  correct that you have no library 

references associated with this testimony, correct? 

A Correct. 

MR. KOETTING: Mi-. Chairman, with that the 

Postal Service requests that the direct testimony of 

Jeffrey W. Lewis on behalf of the United States Postal 

Service, USPS-T-30, be admitted into evidence. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any objection? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Hearing none, I will direct 

counsel to provide the reporter with two copies of the 
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corrected direct testimony of Jeffrey W. Lewis. That 

testimony is received into evidence; however, as is 

our practice it will not be transcribed. 

(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

USPS-T-30 and was received 1”. 

evidence. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Lewis, have you had an 

opportunity to examine the packet of designated 

written cross-ex3mination presented to you here? 

‘THE WITNESS: Y e s ,  sir, I have. 

C H A i R M A N  OMAS: I f  those questions were 

posed to you today orally would they be the same as 

those you provided in writing? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Are there any corrections or 

additions you would like to make to your testimony? 

THE WITNESS: No. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Counsel, would you please 

provide two copies of the corrected designated written 

cross-examination of witness Lewis to the reporter? 

That material is received into evidence and is to be 

transcribed into the record. 

/ /  

/ /  
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(The document referred to was 

marked for identification as 

ADVO/USPS-T-30-1 and was 

received in evidence.) 
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INTERROGATORY RESPONSES OF 
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

WITNESS JEFFERY W. LEWIS (T-30) 
DESIGNATED AS WRITTEN CROSS-EXAMINATION 

Interroqatory 

ADVO/USPS-T30-1 
DFC/USPS-T30-1 

DFC/USPS-T30-2 
DFC/USPS-T30-3 

DFC/USPS-T30-4 

OCNUSPS-T30-1 
OCNUSPS-T30-2 
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OCNUSPS-T30-5 

OCNUSPS-T30-7 
OCNUSPS-T14-1 a.v redirected to T30 

VP/USPS-T30-1 
VP/USPS-T30-2 
VP/USPS-T30-3 

VP/USPS-T30-4 

VP/USPS-T30-5 
VP/USPS-T30-6 
VP/USPS-T30-7 
VP/USPS-T30-8 

VP/USPS-T30-9 
VP/USPS-T30-10 

VP/USPS-T30-11 
VP/USPS-T30-12 

VP/USPS-T30-13 
VP/USPS-T30-14 
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VP/USPS-T30-16 
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VP/USPS-T30-21 

Desiqnatinq Parties 
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Advo 
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OCA 
OCA 
OCA 
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OCA 
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Advo. OCA 
Advo. OCA, Valpak 

Advo, OCA, Valpak 
Advo. OCA, Valpak 

Advo, OCA, Valpak 

Advo, OCA, Valpak 
Advo. OCA, Valpak 
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NAA, Valpak 
Advo. Valpak 
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Advo, Valpak 
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2332 
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VP/USPS-T30-22 

VP/USPS-T30-23 

VP/USPS-T30-24 
VP/USPS-T30-25 

VPIUSPS-T30-26 
VP/USPS-T30-27 
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Desiqnatinq Parties 

NAA. Valpak 
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Advo, Valpak 
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ADVO/USPS-T30-1. In response to an example posed in VP/USPS-T30-5. you 
state that . . . "normally, where carriers are delivering lo centralized. cluster box, 
curbline, and dismount deliveries, they would take both sequenced mailings 
directly to the street uncased." In response to VPIUSPS-T30-30, you state that 

"Where City carriers serve sections of curbline deliveries on a route, they 
should take both components of detached address label mailings directly to the 
street for those sections " Is that also the case where carriers are delivering to 
centralized, cluster box, or dismount deliveries or sections? 

RESPONSE: 

Yes 
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DFCIUSPS-T30-1 Please refer to your testimony at pages 218 and 219 Please 
d~scuss the extent to which letter carriers who deliver mail to customers also collect mail 
from collection boxes 

Response 

Local managers have significant discretion in how they establish City carrier 

assignments. They establish City carrier assignments based upon local operational 

needs. City carrier assignments may, and often do. include the responsibility to collect 

mail from collection points in addition to delivering mail to customers The Postal 

Service does not maintain statistics showing the extent to which letter carriers who 

deliver mail to customers also collect mail from collection boxes. 
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DFCIUSPS-T30-2 Please discuss the extent to which the Postal Service uses 
dedicated collection routes, rather than letter carriers who are also delivering mail to 
customers. to collect mail from collection boxes 

Response 

Local managers have significant discretion in how they establish City carrier 

assignments. They establish City carrier assignments based upon local operational 

needs. Many field managers establish 'dedicated' collection routes, City carrier 

assignments that consist solely of collecting mail from collection boxes. to facilitate the 

management of their local collections process. The Postal Service does not maintain 

statistics showing the extent to which letter carriers who deliver mail to customers also 

collect mail from collection boxes. 
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DFCIUSPS-130-3. To the extent that information is available in the Collection Point 
Management System database or another database, please identify the percentage of 
collection boxes for which at least one collection per day is performed by a letter carrier 
whose duties on that day also include delivery of mail to customers. Please provide a 
breakdown for residential boxes and business collection boxes (as those boxes are 
coded in the database). 

Response 

The Postal Service does not maintain statistics showing the extent to which letter 

carriers who deliver mail to customers also collect mail from collection boxes 
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DFC/USPS-T304. Please refer to your testimony at page 22, lines 6-14 

In which way is the mail that arrives at the VIM room 'unworked"? 
Please explain why mail delivered to a VIM room would not be sorted or 

a. 
b. 

sequenced by business name, suite number, or apartment number. 

Response 

In using the term "unworked," I meant that the mail dropped at a VIM room still requires 

preparation prior to delivery. Not all of the mail arrives sorted or sequenced by business 

name, suite number, or apartment number. Flat or parcel sorting operations. for 

example, do not generally provide a significant number of separations below carrier 

route. In addition to separating mail by delivery point or customer, a carrier on a VIM 

route must consolidate the various types of mail (letters, flats, and packages) destined 

for each customer. 
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OCA/USPS-T30-1. Witness Stevens indicates that your testimony provides a "more 
comolete discussion of DOlS (Delivery Operations Information System)." USPS-T-15 at 
23.  

a. 

b. 

C. 

d. 
e. 
f. 
9 -  
h. 
I. 

J -  

k. 

I. 

m 

n. 

0. 

Have you (or others) furnished documentation of DOlS in the current rate 
case? If so, please provide full citations. If not, then please furnish complete 
DOlS documentation. 
Is it correct that DOlS documentation is only available through the Postal 
Service's intra-net? If not, then please explain. 
On what date was DOIS first introduced to delivery offices? On that date, 
how many offices were placed under DOIS? 
At the present time, how many delivery offices operate under DOIS? 
How many delivery offices do not operate under DOIS? 
What is the total number of delivery offices? 
Is DOlS used in delivery offices that include city carrier routes? 
Is DOlS used in delivery offices that include rural carrier routes? 
What is the number of delivery offices that consist solely of city carrier routes 
and do not include any rural carrier routes? 
What is the number of delivery offices that consist solely of rural carrier routes 
and do not include any city carrier routes? 
What is the number of delivery offices that consist of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes? 
If the figures given in response to parts i., j. and k. do not equal the figure 
given in response to part f., then what offices would be included in the 
remainder? Please describe in full. 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting solely of city carrier 
routes that operate under DOIS. 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes that operate under DOIS. 
Are DOlS reports ever generated by or for headquarters? If so. please list all 
such reports, including their purpose and the information contained in them. 

Response 

A. The Postal Service has not provided DOlS documentation 

B. Yes ,  because the DOIS program team determined that interactive training would 

better meet the needs of Postal managers, the DOlS training and user's guide is only 

available online. 
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C. National deployment of DOlS began with 33 'delivery units' on May 19, 2001. The 

DOlS program team deployed DOlS systems based upon supervisor assignments 

rather than by office or even ZIP code. The DOlS team designated these supervisor 

assignments as 'delivery units' and defined a 'delivery unit' as a grouping of city delivery 

routes under the management of one supervisor. 

D. The Postal Service does not have a count of how many delivery offices have DOlS 

systems. The DOIS program team deployed DOlS systems based upon supervisor 

assignments rather than by office or even ZIP code. The DOlS team designated these 

supervisor assignments as 'delivery units' and defined a 'delivery unit' as a grouping of 

city delivery routes under the management of one supervisor. DOlS is deployed to 

7,939 delivery units. 

E. Please see my response to part D. The Postal Service does not have a count of the 

number of offices without DOIS. 

F. Current Address Management data shows that within the Postal System there are 

32,777 Post Offices, Stations, and Branches with delivery operations. This includes 

City, Rural, Highway Contract, Post Office Box and General Delivery. 

G and H. The DOlS system was designed to facilitate the management of City delivery 

routes. It is deployed in offices with City delivery and offices with both City and Rural 

delivery operations. 

Docket No. R2005-1 



2340 

RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LEWIS TO 
INTERROGATORY OF THE OFFICE OF THE CONSUMER ADVOCATE 

I. The Postal Service has 3,499 delivery offices with City delivery that do not have Rural 

delivery 

J. The Postal Service has 11,856 delivery offices with Rural delivery that do not have 

City delivery. 

K. The Postal Service has 5,574 delivery offices with both City and Rural delivery. 

L. The Postal Service has 11,848 delivery ofices without City or Rural delivery. These 

offices provide General, Post Office Box and Highway Contract delivery. 

M and N. Please see my response to part D. The Postal Service does not have a 

count of the number of offices using DOIS consisting solely of City delivery or with both 

City and Rural delivery. 

0. DOIS was designed as a supervisor tool. As such, it only provides unit-level reports. 

It does not provide roll-up or summary level reporting. Persons with DOIS access can 

get to any report in DOIS, for example, HQ can generate those unit-level reports, the 

same information a supervisor or unit manager looks at. 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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OCAIUSPS-T30-2. Please refer to your testimony at page 6. 
a.  Have you (or others) furnished documentation of the Piece Count Recording 

System (PCRS) in the current rate case? If so, please provide full citations. 
If not, then please furnish complete PCRS documentation. 
Give a detailed description of how PCRS integrates mail counting procedures 
with the automated mail processing equipment. Give separate descriptions 
for each distinct shape of mail, e.g., letters, flats, and packages, and the type 
of automated equipment used to sort the mail, e.g., Barcode Sorters (BCS); 
Automatic Flat Sorting Machines (AFSM), by type of AFSM; Small Package 
and Bundle Sorters (SPBS); Parcel Sorting Machines (PSM), etc. Please 
give a complete set of descriptions for all types of automated equipment used 
in PCRS. 
Please give a detailed description of how PCRS improves and standardizes 
procedures for measuring and converting mail handled outside the automated 
mailstream. Please give a complete set of descriptions for all types of non- 
automated mail. 
Does PCRS consist of filling in forms or tables? If so, then provide the forms 
or tables used in PCRS. If not, are other standardized types of data put into 
PCRS? List all such types of data collected. 
On what date was PCRS first introduced to delivery offices? On that date, 
how many offices were placed under PCRS? 
At the present time, how many delivery offices operate under PCRS? 
How many delivery offices do not operate under PCRS? 
Is PCRS used in delivery oftices that include city carrier routes? 
Is PCRS used in delivery offices that include rural carrier routes? 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting solely of city carrier 
routes that operate under PCRS. 
Please give the number of delivery oftices consisting of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes that operate under PCRS. 
Are PCRS reports ever generated by or for headquarters? If so, please list all 
such reports, including their purpose and the information contained in them. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 
g. 
h. 
I. 

I .  

k. 

I. 

Response 

A. A copy of the Piece Count Recording System Management Instruction is being filed 

as USPS-LR-K-128. 
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3. The PCRS instructs Customer Service unit managers and supervisors to use, where 

available, End of Run reports from mail processing equipment as the basis of their 

volume counts. Customer Service managers generally receive End of Run data from 

letter and flat operations but not parcellpackage operations. 

C. The PCRS requires all Customer Service operations to follow the same mail 

counting and recording procedure. The process, which includes the use of End of Run 

reports, route statistics, and mailing information, results in more accurate mail counts. 

The PCRS Management Instruction in USPS-LR-K-128 contains a detailed description 

of the mail counting requirements at pages 5 through 9. 

D. The PCRS Management Instruction in USPS-LR-K-I28 includes the volume 

recording forms that field offices use. 

E. The Postal Service initially implemented the Piece Count Recording System in 

September of 1998. The instruction applied to all Customer Service operations as of 

the implementation date. 

F and G. Current Address Management data shows that within the Postal System there 

are 32,777 Post Offices, Stations, and Branches with delivery operations. This includes 

City, Rural, Highway Contract, Post Office Box and General Delivery. The mail counting 

orocedures articulated in the PCRS applies to each of those offices. 
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H and I .  Yes, the PCRS applies to both City and Rural delivery offices 

J. The Postal Service has 3,499 delivery offices with City delivery that do not have 

Rural delivery. 

K. The Postal Service has 5,574 delivery offices with both City and Rural delivery 

L. There are no PCRS system reports. 
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OCNUSPST30-3. Please refer to your testimony at page 6. 
a. Have you (or others) furnished documentation of the Time and Attendance 

Control System (TACS) in the current rate case? If so, please provide full 
citations. If not, then please furnish complete TACS documentation. 
Does TACS consist of filling in forms or tables? If so. then provide the forms 
or tables used in TACS. If not, are other standardized types of data put into 
TACS? List all such types of data collected. 
On what date was TACS first introduced to delivery offices? On that date, 
how many offices were placed under TACS? 
At the present time, how many delivery offices operate under TACS? 
How many delivery offices do not operate under TACS? 
Is TACS used in delivery offices that include city carrier routes? 
Is TACS used in delivery offices that include rural carrier routes? 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting solely of city carrier 
routes that operate under TACS. 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes that operate under TACS. 
Are TACS reports ever generated by or for headquarters? If so, please list all 
such reports, including their purpose and the information contained in them. 

b. 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 
h. 

I. 

I .  

Response 

A. Objection filed 

B. TACS is a time and attendance collection system. Data are input into the system via 

electronic time clocks for the majority of our employees. Time and attendance data are 

also input from paper forms, such as manual timecards or leave slips. or via a voice- 

recognition system known as TVR (TACS Voice-Recognition) 

C. The Postal Service's first implementation of TACS was in 213 Finance Numbers in 

Columbia, SC District in October 1999. These 213 Finance Numbers included Plants 

and administrative offices as well as delivery units. 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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D and E. All delivery offices operate under TACS 

F and G. Yes, TACS is used in offices with both City and Rural delivery 

H The TACS system tracks deployment by Finance Number rather than by office 

TACS has 3,367 Finance Numbers with just city carriers. 

I. The TACS system tracks deployment by Finance Number rather than by office. 

TACS has 4,616 Finance Numbers with both city and rural carriers. 

J. TACS is a time and attendance record keeping system. As such, reports are 

regularly generated by headquarters personnel for the purpose of tracking the time and 

attendance of headquarters employees. TACS is not designed for, or used to, generate 

any national level reports. 
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OCA/USPS-T30-4. Please refer to your testimony at pages 6 -7. 
a.  Have you (or others) furnished documentation of the Managed Service Point 

(MSP) system in the current rate case? I f  so, please provide full citations. If  
not, then please furnish complete MSP documentation. 
Does MSP consist of filling in forms or tables? If so. then provide the forms or 
tables used in MSP. If not, are other standardized types of data put into 
MSP? List all such types of data collected. 
On what date was MSP first introduced to delivery offices? On that date, how 
many offices were placed under MSP? 
At the present time, how many delivery offices operate under MSP? 
How many delivery offices do not operate under MSP? 
Is MSP used in delivery offices that include city carrier routes? 
Is MSP used in delivery offices that include rural carrier routes? 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting solely of city carrier 
routes that operate under MSP. 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes that operate under MSP. 
Are MSP reports ever generated by or for headquarters? If so. please list all 
such reports, including their purpose and the information contained in them. 

b 

c. 

d. 
e. 
f.  
g. 
h .  

I. 

I .  

Response 

A The Postal Service has not provided documentation of the Managed Service Point 

system (MSP). MSP is an application contained within DOIS. The training and users 

guide for the MSP feature of DOlS is only available online as a part of the DOlS 

training 

B. The MSP application provides delivery supervisors with information about the 

consistency of street delivery. The MSP system does not involve forms. Supervisors 

place a small barcoded label either in or near the mailbox at selected addresses on 

each delivery route. Carriers scan these barcodes when making delivery. The MSP 

system Compares that time of delivery with the scheduled delivery time for that location 
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allowing the supervisor to monitor success in delivering customers' mail within the same 

one-hour window every day. Supervisors use that information to better manage service 

and performance. 

C The MSP system began as a field initiative. The Postal Service incorporated MSP 

into DOIS in September of 2003. The Postal Service does not have statistics on MSP 

deployment prior to when we incorporated the application into DOIS. 

D. MSP is used in each office with DOIS. As in my response to OCNUSPS-T30-1, the 

Postal Service does not have a count of how many delivery offices have DOIS systems. 

DOIS is deployed to 7,939 'delivery units.' 

E. Offices without DOIS do not have MSP. I have no statistics on the number of 

delivery offices without DOIS. 

F and G. Supervisors use MSP in offices with City delivery and in offices with both City 

and Rural delivery. However, in delivery offices that include Rural carrier routes, 

supervisors do not use MSP on those Rural routes. MSP, which is a component of the 

DOIS system, was designed as a tool for managing City delivery routes. 

H and I. Please see my response to OCAfUSPS-T30-1. The Postal Service does not 

have a count of the number of offices using DOIS consisting solely of City delivery or 

with both City and Rural delivery. 
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J. DOlS was designed as a supervisor tool. As such, it only provides unit-level reports 

It does not provide roll-up or summary level reporting. Persons with DOlS access can 

get to any report in DOIS, for example, HQ can generate those unit-level reports, the 

same information a supervisor or unit manager looks at. 
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OCA/USPS-T30-5. Please refer to your testimony at page 7 where you describe the 
capabilities of the "DOIS system interfaces." 

a. 
b. 

c. 

Describe in detail what you mean by that phrase. 
Please provide the complete DOlS system interface database from the time it 
was first implemented through today. 
Provide separate fields for delivery offices broken down: by delivery day, by 
carrier, by hours worked per carrier, by volume workload for each carrier day 
that corresponds to the hours worked, by DPS letters, by non-DPS-letters. by 
flat shape, by package shape, and by number of bundles. 
On what date was the DOlS system interface first introduced to delivery 
offices? On that date, how many offices were placed under the DOlS system 
interface? 
At the present time, how many delivery offices operate under the DOlS 
system interface? 
How many delivery offices do not operate under the DOlS system interface? 
Is the DOlS system interface used in delivery offices that include city carrier 
routes? 
Is the DOlS system interface used in delivery offices that include rural carrier 
routes? 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting solely of city carrier 
routes that operate under the DOIS system interface. 
Please give the number of delivery offices consisting of a mix of city and rural 
carrier routes that operate under the DOlS system interface. 
Are DOlS system interface reports ever generated by or for headquarters? If 
so, please list all such reports, including their purpose and the information 
contained in them. 

d. 

e. 

f. 
g. 

h. 

I. 

I .  

k. 

Response 

A. In using the term "interfaces," I meant that other non-DOIS processes and 

applications pass information to the DOlS system and receive information from the 

DOlS system. 

B and C. There is no DOlS system interface database. 
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D - J. The DOlS designers built these interfaces into the DOlS software, so all offices 

with DOlS have software with these DOlS system interfaces. See my response to 

OCA/USPS-T30-1 

K.  There are no DOlS system interface reports. 
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OCAIUSPS-T30-7. 
databases other than those mentioned in the above interrogatories that contain (1 ) 
delivered volumes by date, by ZIP Code, by shape or (2) street workhours by date, by 
ZIP Code? If so, please identify, describe, and provide documentation for those 
systems or databases 

Does the Postal Service possess any data systems or 

Response 

The Postal Service has no national reporting system other than the DOlS system that 

contains daily delivered volume and street workhours by date and ZIP code. 
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REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS BRADLEY 

OCAIUSPS-T14-1. Please refer to the testimony of witness Jeffery W. Lewis (USPS-T- 
3 0 ) ~  

a. At page 3, lines 13-16, witness Lewis states that "adding bundles results in 
carriers retrieving mail from more sources when delivering mail on the street. 
For example, carriers must check and withdraw mail from the bundle of DPS 
letters. from the bundle of cased mail. and from each of the additional bundles 
taken directly to the street." 

I . . . .  

v .  Do you consider "small parcels" to constitute a separate bundle (for 
operational purposes, not for labor agreement purposes)? If not, why 
not? 

OCNUSPS-T14-1 a.v. Response 

I would not consider small parcels to constitute a separate bundle. Carriers often 

incorporate small parcels into the bundle of cased letters and flats. When carriers do 

not incorporate the small packages with the bundle of cased mail, they carry them as 

single pieces. 
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VP/USPS-T30-1 
Please refer to your testimony (USPS-T-30) at page 3, lines 1-3. In Base Year 
2004, what was the total number of city carrier (i) foot routes and (ii) park and 
loop routes where carriers could not be required to carry more than one "third 
bundle" on the street? 

Response 

In FY 2004, the number of routes classified as foot routes was 11,454 and the 

number of routes classified as park and loop routes was 87,793. However, the 

Postal Service does not maintain statistics identifying the routes where on-street 

work rules strictly limit to three the number of bundles carriers take directly to the 

street. Whether or not carriers can work from more than three bundles when 

making deliveries on the street is a function of the type of deliveries they are 

serving rather than the classification of the route or whether it has an assigned 

vehicle. For example, a carrier on a foot route who is delivering mail relayed to a 

high-rise mailroom may have more than three bundles of mail for those 

deliveries. Similarly, a carrier serving a street of curbline deliveries on a route 

classified as park and loop may work from more than three bundles when 

delivering to that section of the route 
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VP/USPS-T30-2 
Please refer to your testimony (USPS-T-30) at page 3, lines 8-10. In Base Year 
2004, what was the total number of city carrier motorized routes delivering to 
"curbline, centralized, cluster box unit (CBU), and dismount stops" where carriers 
had no restrictions on the number of "third bundles" they could take directly to the 
street? 

Response 

In FY 2004. the number of routes classified as curbline routes was 38,686 and 

the number of routes classified as dismount routes was 25,418. However, as I 

explained in my response to VPIUSPS-T-30-1 above, the Postal Service does 

not maintain statistics identifying the routes with no restrictions on the number of 

bundles carriers take directly to the street. Whether or not carriers can work from 

more than three bundles when making deliveries on the street is a function of the 

type of deliveries they are serving rather than the classification of the route or 

whether it has an assigned vehicle 
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VP/USPS-T30-3 
Please refer to your responses to preceding interrogatories VPIUSPS-T30-1 and 
2 and indicate whether the total number of routes provided in the response to 
those two questions was the total number of city carrier delivery routes in Base 
Year 2004. In the event that the number of routes provided in response to those 
two questions does not account for the total number of city carrier delivery 
routes, please indicate the total number of such routes and explain the 
difference. 

Response 

The Postal Service had 165,618 City carrier routes at the end of FY2004. In 

addition to the foot, park and loop, curbline. and dismount routes listed above, 

there were another 2.267 routes classified as other routes. 
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VP/USPS-T30-4 
Please assume that on some particular day a city carrier has one ECR Saturation 
sequenced mailing for delivery that day. With the understanding that carriers 
may have some discretion concerning whether they case a sequenced mailing 
while in the delivery unit, what percent of the time would you expect the carrier to 
take such a sequenced Saturation mailing (uncased) directly to the route? If your 
response depends on the type of route, please provide a separate response for 
each route type(s) for which there is a distinction regarding the way such a 
Saturation mailing is likely to be handled. Similarly, if your response depends on 
whether the sequenced mailing consists of letters, addressed flats, or 
unaddressed flats with Detached Address Labels ("DALs"), please provide a 
separate response for each shape for which there is a distinction regarding the 
way such a Saturation mailing is likely to be handled. 

Response 

Depending on the type of delivery served, City carrier work rules allow for three 

or more bundles on the street. Normally, carriers have one bundle of DPS letters 

and one bundle of cased letters and flats and, therefore, could take at least one 

additional bundle of sequenced mail to the street on any given day. The 

supervisor of the operation is responsible for ensuring carriers take the 

appropriate number of bundles of mail directly to the street. 
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VP/USPS-T30-5 
Please assume that a city carrier on a motorized route has two ECR Saturation 
flat mailings for delivery on a certain day, each sequenced to line of travel. For 
the purpose of your response to the following question, assume that volume on 
that day ranges from "light" to "normal" and deferral of one of the mailings is not 
a consideration. With the understanding that carriers on motorized routes have 
discretion concerning whether they case a sequenced mailing while in the 
delivery unit or take sequenced mailings directly to their vehicles, what percent of 
the time would you expect the carrier to take both of the sequenced flat mailings 
(uncased) directly to the vehicle? 

a. Unless you always anticipate that the carrier would take both 
sequenced mailings directly to the vehicle, please indicate the more 
important reasons that would lead the carrier on a motorized route to case 
one of the sequenced flat mailings in the office. 

b. Please explain in detail what you mean by "check and withdraw" in your 
testimony at page 3, line 15. 

Response 

Whether or not carriers can work from more than three bundles when making 

deliveries on the street is a function of the type of deliveries they are serving 

rather than the classification of the route or whether it has an assigned vehicle. 

The supervisor of the operation is responsible for ensuring carriers take the 

appropriate number of bundles of mail directly to the street. As to your example, 

normally, where carriers are delivering to centralized, cluster box, curbline, and 

dismount deliveries, they would take both sequenced mailings directly to the 

street uncased. 

b. By "check and withdraw" I meant that when making delivery, carriers must 

look at each bundle to determine if there is mail for the stop they are at, and, if 

there is mail for that stop, remove the mail from the bundle and deliver it. 
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VP/USPS-T30-6 
Please assume that a city carrier on a motorized route has at the Destination 
Delivery Unit ("DDU") two ECR Saturation mailings for delivery on a certain day. 
each sequenced to line of travel, and one of the mailings consists of Saturation 
letters, while the other consists of Saturation flats. For the purpose of ;your 
response to the following question. please assume that deferral of one of the 
mailings is not a consideration, including the deferral that would occur if the 
letters were sent back to the plant to be delivery point sequenced ("DPS"). With 
the understanding that such carriers have discretion concerning whether they 
case the mail while in the delivery unit or take sequenced mailings directly to 
their vehicles. what percent of the time would you expect the carrier to take the 
sequenced mailings of Saturation flats and letters (uncased) directly to the 
vehicle? Unless you always anticipate that the carrier would take both 
sequenced mailings directly to the vehicle. please indicate the reasons that 
would lead the carrier on a motorized route to case one of the sequenced 
mailings in the office. 

Response 

Whether or not carriers can work from more than three bundles when making 

deliveries on the street is a function of the type of deliveries they are serving 

rather than the classification of the route or whether it has an assigned vehicle. 

The supervisor of the operation is responsible for ensuring carriers take the 

appropriate number of bundles of mail directly to the street. As to your example, 

normally, where motorized carriers are serving centralized. cluster box, curbline. 

and dismount deliveries, the supervisor would ensure they take their sequenced 

mailings directly to the street uncased. If the carriers in your example were 

carriers on motorized routes that served park and loop deliveries, for those park 

and loop deliveries, the supervisor would ensure the carriers collated the 

mailings together into a third bundle. 
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VP/USPS-T30-7. 
At page 3 of your testimony (il 12-13), you note that "(t}he additional bundles 
carriers take to the street save a considerable amount of in-office time." At the 
same time, you also note (11. 14-16) that "carriers must check and withdraw 
mail ... from each of the additional bundles taken directly to the street." which 
implies that a trade-off exists between in-office time saved and street time added. 
With respect to the potential for saving in-office time, please answer the following 
questions: 

a. Does the Postal Service have any studies or analysis of the actual 
amount of time required to case an ECR Saturation mailing of addressed 
flats, such as catalogs? If so, please provide those resulls. Further, if the 
analysis shows how casing time varies depending on physical 
characteristics. such as weight or size, or whether the piece is tabbed or 
untabbed, please provide that information. 

b.  Does the Postal Service have any studies or analysis of the actual 
amount of time required to case an ECR Saturation mailing of 
unaddressed flats? If so. please provide those results. Further, i f  the 
analysis shows how casing time varies depending on physical 
characteristics. such as weight or size, number of inserts in the host piece, 
size of the host piece, etc.. please provide that information. 

c. Does the Postal Service have any studies or analysis of the relative 
amount of time required to case an ECR Saturation mailing of 
unaddressed flats in comparison to the time required to case an ECR 
Saturation mailing of addressed flats? If so. please provide that 
information. 

Response 

a. - c. I am unaware of any Postal Service studies or analyses focused on the 

actual or relative handling times related to either addressed or unaddressed ECR 

Saturation mailings other than the study and analysis provided in Docket C87-2 

by witness Acheson and in docket RSO-l by witness Shipe. The Postal Service 

has not conducted, since the settlement of bundle-handling and casing 

equipment issues driven by DPS implementation, studies or analyses focused on 
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the actual or relative handling times related to either addressed or unaddressed 

ECR Saturation mailings 
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VPIUSPS-T30-8. 
Please refer to VPIUSPS-T30-7. With respect lo  the time required for carriers to 
“check and withdraw mail ... from each additional bundles taken directly to the 
street.” please answer the following questions: 

a. Aside from the testimony of Postal Service witness Acheson in Docket 
No. C87-2. does the Postal Service have any subsequent studies or 
analysis of the actual amount of time required to check and withdraw an 
addressed flat, such as a catalog, from an extra bundle? If so, please 
provide those results. Further, if the analysis shows how the time varies 
depending on physical characteristics. such as weight or size, or whether 
the piece is tabbed or untabbed, please provide. 

b. Does the Postal Service have any studies or analysis of the actual 
amount of lime required to check and withdraw a DAL and an 
unaddressed flat from an extra bundle? If so, please provide those 
results. Further, if the analysis shows how casing lime varies depending 
on physical characteristics. such as weight or size, number of inserts in 
the host piece, size of the host piece, etc. please provide. 

c. Does the Postal Service have any studies or analysis of the relative 
amount of time required lo check and withdraw a DAL and an 
unaddressed flat in comparison to the lime required lo check and 
withdraw an addressed flat? If so. please provide those results. 

Response 

a. - c. I am unaware of any Postal Service studies or analyses focused on the 

actual or relative handling times related to withdrawing addressed or 

unaddressed flats from bundles other than the studies and analyses provided in 

Docket C87-2 by witness Acheson and in docket R90-1 by witness Shipe. The 

Postal Service has not conducted, since the settlement of bundle-handling and 

casing equipment issues driven by DPS implementation, studies or analyses 

focused on the actual or relative handling times related to either addressed or 

unaddressed flats. 
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VP/USPS-T30-9. 
At page 3 of your testimony (11. 12-13), you note that "[tlhe additional bundles 
carriers take to the street save a considerable amount of in-office time." At the 
sarrie time. you also note (11.  14-16) that "carriers must check and withdraw 
mail .. .  from each of the additional bundles taken directly to the street." This latter 
statement confirms the testimony of Postal Service witness Acheson in Docket 
No C87-2, and implies that a trade-off exists between in-office time saved and 
street time added. 

a. With respect to your discussion concerning additional bundles of 
sequenced mail, what evidence does the Postal Service have that the in- 
office time saved exceeds the extra street time required to check and 
withdraw mail from extra bundles? 

b. For motorized routes with no restriction on the number of bundles that 
city carriers can take directly to the street, what is the largest number of 
additional sequenced bundles (in addition to the normal bundles of DPS 
letters and cased flats) that, as a practical matter, carriers can handle in 
their vehicles? That is, is there some number of additional sequenced 
bundles beyond which it becomes more practical, or more cost-effective, 
to case some sequenced mailings in the office? 

Response 

a. The Postal Service relies on field delivery operations experience in 

determining the value of bundle handling work methods 

b. I know of no guidance or analysis limiting the number of bundles that City 

carriers can work from while on the street. 
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VPIUSPS-T30-10. 
As a hypothetical, please assume that a city carrier had only one Standard ECR 
Saturation mailing to deliver on a particular day (along with the normal volume of 
other mail), and that Saturation mailing consisted of letter-shaped mail 
sequenced by line of travel ("LOT). 

a. Does the Postal Service have in place a standard policy or procedure 
that prescribes how city carriers should handle letter-shaped Standard 
ECR Saturation mailings under such circumstances? 

b. If your answer to preceding part a is the affirmative, please provide 
copies of all relevant policies or procedures issued by headquarters. 

c. If your answer to preceding part b is anything other than an unqualified 
affirmative: 

(i) What is the likelihood that the carrier would take the letter- 
shaped Standard ECR Saturation mailing presorted to LOT directly 
to the carrier's vehicle and would treat the letters as a "third" 
bundle? 

(ii) What is the likelihood that the letter-shaped Standard ECR 
Saturation mailing would be sent to the plant to be DPS with other 
letter-shaped mail? 

Response 

a. and b. The Postal Service has not issued a specific policy prescribing how city 

carriers should handle letter-shaped Standard ECR Saturation mailings. City 

carrier work rules allow carriers to work from three or more bundles on the street. 

c.i. Normally, carriers have one bundle of DPS letters and one bundle of cased 

letters and flats. Therefore, carriers can take at least one additional bundle of 

sequenced mail to the street on any given day. The supervisor of the operation 
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IS responsible for ensuring carriers take the appropriate number of bundles of 

mail directly to the street 

c.ii. If. as you say, the sequenced mailing in your example is committed for 

delivery on this particular day, the delivery unit supervisor would not have the 

option to send it to the plant for DPS processing. 
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VP/USPS-T30-11. 
The following assumptions involve a hypothetical. First, please assume that on 
some particular day carriers at a DDU have two Standard ECR Saturation flat 
mailings to deliver, along with the usual assortment of other mail. Second, 
assume that the volume of mail for delivery that day is normal, and carriers will 
have no problem delivering both of the two Saturation mailings. Third, assume 
carriers operating out of this DDU can take only one of the two Saturation 
mailings to the street as a third bundle; / .e . .  they have either foot routes or park 
and loop routes. Fourth, assume the two mailings are addressed catalogs having 
the same dimensions (length and height), but differing with respect to weight 
(and thickness), as follows: one of the two Saturation mailings is a catalog 
weighing 2.5 ounces, while the other is a catalog weighing 5.0 ounces. 

a. Of the two Saturation flat mailings, is either more likely to be taken to 
the route as a third bundle, or would each one have an equal probability of 
being taken? 

b. Has the Postal Service issued any written instructions establishing the 
order or priority for implementing the third bundle option on foot routes and 
park and loop routes? If so, please provide a copy of all applicable 
instructions (i) that were in effect during the Base Year and (ii) that are 
now in effect. 

c. If the Postal Service has not issued any written instructions establishing 
the order or priority for implementing the third bundle option, do DDUs 
have any general instructions or understanding concerning the priority? If 
so, please provide a copy. 

Response 

a. and b. The Postal Service has not issued a specific policy establishing 

requirements for the composition of third bundles. Supervisors make this 

determination on a route-by-route basis after evaluating the service 

requirements, actual and expected workload, carrier casing proficiency, and 

other factors. Because of that, it is not possible to say whether a supervisor 

would deliver both bundles on the particular day or not. If the supervisor decided 

to deliver both bundles on the particular day, he or she would most likely direct 

carriers to create a third bundle by collating the mailings together 
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c. I have no knowledge of individual delivery unit policies establishing 

requirements for third bundles. 
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VP/USPS-T30-12. 
Please assume that on some particular day the carriers at a DDU have two 
Standard ECR Saturation mailings of flats to be delivered that day. Assume 
further that the routes served by the DDU either are foot routes or park and 
loop routes, and that carriers on those routes will need to case one of the two 
mailings of Saturation fiats prior to leaving the office. Assume further that a 
typical route for this office has 480 delivery points. Finally, assume that the "first" 
Saturation mailing is approximately 3/32nds of an inch thick and the "second" is 
5132nds of an inch thick. 

a. Please confirm that 480 pieces of the first mailing. stacked one on top 
of another, will measure about 3.75 linear feet. If you do not confirm. 
please provide the correct measurement. 

b. Please confirm that 480 pieces of the second mailing, stacked one on 
top of another, will measure about 6.25 linear feet. If you do not confirm. 
please provide the correct measurement. 

c. For a standard vertical flat case used by city carriers, what is the interior 
width that is available for each residential delivery point on the route? 

d. When city carriers are using standard vertical flat cases, please confirm 
that thicker mailpieces tend to fill up the available space more quickly than 
thinner mailpieces. 

e. Of the two mailings described above, which would city carriers most 
likely take to their vehicles as a third bundle, and which would they most 
likely case while in the office? 

Response 

a. and b. Confirmed 

c. The width of the address separations in city carrier cases is adjustable to 

allow for variances in the volume for different addresses. 

d. Confirmed 
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e. The supervisor would most likely direct carriers to collate the two mailings 

together to make a third bundle. 
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VP/USPS-T30-13. 
Although DALs are not required to be pre-barcoded. it seems conceivable that 
some mailers nevertheless might barcode their DALs voluntarily. 

a. Is this ever known to occur? 

b. If so, what is the best estimate of the percentage of DALs that are pre- 
barcoded? 

c. Would having barcodes on DALs facilitate processing? Please explain. 

Response 

a Yes 

b. The Postal Service has no estimate of the volume or percentage of the 

amount of letter-shaped DAL pieces processed on automated equipment. 

c. Yes. because in today's DPS operations a barcode is required to sort the 

letter-shaped piece of a DAL mailing, prebarcoding eliminates the need for the 

Postal Service to encode the pieces prior to DPSing them. However, 

prebarcoding is not the only consideration regarding whether the Postal Service 

can DPS the letter-shaped piece of a DAL mailing. 
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VPIUSPS-T30-14. 
a. Are the specifications for DALs such that they could be processed on 
Delivery Bar Code Sorters ("DBCSs"), Carrier Sequence Bar Code Sorters 
("CSBCSs"), or other automation equipment if the Postal Service so 
desired? That is, do the thickness, height, length, etc. of DALs conform 
with the specifications for processing on the Postal Service's automation 
equipment? 

b. Can the Postal Service apply barcodes to DALs by running them 
through the various pieces of automation equipment that are equipped 
with Optical Character Readers ("OCRs")? 

c.  If Standard ECR flats with DALs are entered at a destinating Processing 
and Distribution Center ("P&DC"), or upstream of a destinating PBDC. to 
what extent is automation equipment likely to be used to sort the DALs 
into delivery point sequence? 

d. Unless the answers to preceding parts of this interrogatory are to the 
effect that DALs are never sorted on automation equipment, of those 
DALs that are sorted on automation equipment, please provide your best 
estimate of the percentage of DALs that are pre-barcoded. and the 
percentage of DALs that the Postal Service must first barcode before 
sorting on automation equipment. 

Response 

a. Please see the response to VP/USPS-T39-2 in R2001-I 

b. Yes 

c. Please see my response to VP/USPS-T30-15.b below. I know there is field 

interest in DPSing the letter-shaped component of a DAL mailing and that in 

some places delivery and plant managers have implemented local procedures to 

do this. I do not know how much more of this processing would occur if mailers 

entered DAL mailings at or upstream of a plant. 
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d. Headquarters guidance regarding DPSing the letter-shaped components of a 

DAL mailing includes prebarcoding as a prerequisite 
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VP/USPS-T30-15. 
a. When Standard ECR flats with DALs are entered at DDUS. are the 
DALs sometimes returned to the P&DC to be DPS on automation 
equipment? 

b. If so, please describe the circumstances under which this is likely to 
occur, and indicate whether pre-barcoding 01 DALs is a significant 
consideration in whether they are processed on automation equipment? 

Response 

a. Yes. 

b. Prior to a delivery unit decision to return to the plant lor DPS processing the 

letter-shaped piece of a DAL mailing, the delivery unit must address a number of 

issues. The delivery unit must ensure that the letter-shaped piece is compatible 

with automated processing and prebarcoded. The deliverj unit must determine 

that there is enough time to allow the plant to process and return the mailing lor 

delivery within service commitments. The delivery unit and the plant must 

establish mail flow and communications processes to ensure that carriers have 

both the letter-shaped and flat-shape pieces of the mailing for delivery on the 

same day. 
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VPIUSPS-T30-16. 
a. To what extent and under what circumstances are DALs sorted with 
other lettershaped mail (/.e., whether cased manually or by automation 
equipment)? 

b. Approximately what percentage of DALs are sorted with letter-shaped 
mail? 

c. To what extent and under what circumstances are DALs cased with flat- 
shaped mail? 

d. Approximately what percentage of DALs are sorted with flat-shaped 
mail? 

e. When DALs are cased with flat-shaped mail, and carriers subsequently 
"finger" pieces in the flat-shaped bundle while on their routes, do carriers 
ever encounter any difficulty in not seeing or not finding the DALs between 
larger-sized flats? 

Response 

a - d. The Postal Service does not maintain statistics that track the number or 

composition of bundles City carriers take directly to the street. Therefore, it is not 

possible to know what percentage of DAL mailings the Postal Service sorts either 

manually or on automation with either letter-shaped or flat-shaped mail 

e. With few exceptions, City carriers combine letter-shaped and flat-shaped mail 

when preparing mail for delivery. Carriers are very proficient in working with the 

bundle of letter and flat-shaped mail 



2374 

RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS JEFFERY W. LEWIS 
TO INTERROGATORY OF VALPAK DEALERS' ASSOCIATION, INC. 

VPIUSPS-T30-17. 
a. Do carriers always leave the DDU with DALs sorted with either theii 
letter mail or their fiat mail? 

b. Unless your answer to preceding part a is an unqualified affirmative, 
under what circumstances would carriers take DALs to their route 
separately (i.e., along with the accompanying mailpieces), without any 
sortation whatsoever? 

c. If carriers sometimes take DALs directly to their route without any 
sortation whatsoever, how often is this likely to occur? 

Response 

a. No. 

b. Normally, carriers have one bundle of DPS letters and one bundle of cased 

letters and flats and, therefore, could take at least one additional bundle of 

sequenced mail, including mail from a DAL mailing, to the street on any given 

day. 

c. Any time carriers have a sequenced mailing available, the supervisor of the 

operation is responsible for ensuring carriers take the appropriate number of 

bundles of mail directly to the street. 
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VPIUSPS-T30-19. 
As a hypothetical, please assume that carriers on foot routes or park and loop 
routes (/.e.. carriers that are restricted to three bundles) are faced with the 
following situation: (i) four Saturation mailings of Standard ECR unaddressed 
flats (consisting of host pieces with untabbed inserts) with DALs are entered at 
the DDU during the day on a Monday, (ii) none of these mailings have any 
requested day of delivery, and (iii) the volume of mail in the DDU for delivery on 
the next day (Tuesday) is "light." 

a. Will one of the DAL mailings be taken on Tuesday as a third bundle and 
the fiat-shaped pieces in the three other DAL mailings be cased manually 
and also delivered on Tuesday? 

b. Unless the answer to preceding part a is an unqualified affirmative, 
please describe the most likely procedure for handling these four mailings 
in terms of (i) day of delivery, and (ii) whether the mailings will be cased 
manually or taken directly to the route as bundles without being cased. 
Please feel free to make whatever further assumptions you consider 
necessary in order to provide a responsive answer to this interrogatory, 
stating explicitly each such further assumption that you deem necessary 
and appropriate. 

Response 

a. and b. The supervisor of the operation is responsible for determining the most 

efficient and effective way to deliver the mail within service commitments. If the 

delivery unit received the mailings during the day on Monday, the supervisor has 

both Tuesday and Wednesday to deliver the mailings. The supervisor will likely 

determine on a route by route basis whether to deliver all the mail on Tuesday, to 

deliver it both on Tuesday and on Wednesday, or deliver it all on Wednesday. 

Supervisors make this determination on a route-by-route basis after evaluating 

the service requirements, actual and expected workload, carrier casing 

proficiency, and other factors. In your example, it is not possible to say how 
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many of the mailings the supervisor would decide to deliver on Tuesday or 

Wednesday 

In any case, where carriers are serving foot or park and loop deliveries, the 

supervisor is most likely to direct the carriers to case the letter-shaped pieces 

into an empty case and take either one set of flat pieces as the third bundle or 

collate together into a third bundle the flat-shaped pieces from two or more of the 

mailings. 
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VP/USPS-T30-20. 
Please refer to your testimony at page 6, where you describe the Piece Count 
Recording System ("PCRS"). and state (11. 10-12) that "[tlhe PCRS also improved 
and standardized procedures for measuring and converting mail handled outside 
the automated rnailstream." Assume that a carrier with 550 possible stops 
receives an unaddressed Saturation mailing (consisting of host pieces with 
untabbed inserts) with DALs. and these Saturation pieces cover between 90 and 
100 percent of the stops. 

a. Please describe how these pieces and the accompanying DALs would 
be counted in the PCRS. 

b. Would the carrier do a physical count to verify the actual number of 
DALs? 

c. If there were 525 DALs. and the carrier took those plus 525 host pieces 
to the route, would the PCRS record those as 1,050 pieces? 

Response 

a. First, I should note that City carriers do not deliver unaddressed mail. A DAL 

mailing includes an address on the mailing's letter-shaped piece 

Supervisors record sequenced mail in 'sets' which are then converted to pieces 

on the basis of one piece per residential address. Supervisors record as cased 

volume those pieces that require casing. Supervisors record as delivered 

volume those pieces that do not require casing 

b. The number of pieces a route is credited for in a 'set' is determined by the 

number of residential deliveries on the route 
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c. No, if the carrier took the DAL mailing to the street, the PCRS volume would 

show 525 delivered letter-shaped pieces and 525 delivered flat-shaped pieces. 
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VP/USPS-T30-21. 
a. In Base Year 2004, what was the average number of stops, or possible 
deliveries, for city carrier (i) foot routes, (ii) park and loop routes, and (iii) curbline 
routes? 

b. Your testimony at page 4 states that, "[blecause automation reduced carrier 
inoffice time, routes serve increasing numbers of deliveries and cover more 
delivery territory." (USPS-T-30, p. 4, II. 13-15.) Please indicate the extent to 
which the average number of deliveries by city carriers has changed since 1993, 
when "the Postal Service introduced delivery point sequencing (DPS) of letter 
shaped mail on automated mail processing equipment." (USPS-T-30. p. 2, II. 10- 
11 .) If the percentage change in the average number of deliveries differs 
according to type of route, please show separately each type of route. 

2002 

Response 
A and B. Please see the tables below. Please note that statistics showing 

possible deliveries by delivery mode are not available prior to FY 2002 and 

possible delivery and route statistics are not available for FYs 1993 and 1994 

2003 2004 Rlav 2005 
CIJRB 2I,IOI.O9X I 
DISMOUNT 

I I 
CURB 25.10% I 

13,826.71 I I 14.022.139 
6.21 1.285 

15,276,827 14.583 688 
6,030,239 5,920,429 

Docket No. R2005-1 

F.OUT 6,314,035 I 

DISMOUNT 16.45% I 16.60% 16.77% 17 06% 
Fnl>T I 7 c I % I 7.35% 7.09% 6.9294 

0.26% 0.38% 0 36% 
P,\RI(.I OOP 50.68% I 50.55% 50.32% 50.11?/0 
- ~~~ 

OTHER 0.26% I 
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City 
Routes 

1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 

Foot 

24.288 

20,357 
16.870 
15.448 
14,397 
13.513 
12,800 
12.148 
1 1.786 
11,470 

Park 
8 Loop 

101.814 

90,194 
88,424 
87.918 
89,388 
89,781 
89.690 
88,421 
88,265 
87,825 

Curbline 

35.309 

36,714 
37.436 
38.613 
38.761 
39.237 
39.310 
38.982 
38.677 
38.696 

Dismount 

16,270 

18.827 
21.483 
22,661 
23,392 
24.939 
25.314 
25.549 
25.372 
25,440 

Other 

2,051 

2.165 
2.014 
1,715 
1,472 
920 
90 1 
799 
875 

1.020 

Total 

179.732 

168.257 
166.227 
166.355 
167.410 
168.390 
168.015 
165.899 
164.975 
164.451 

Docket No. R2005-1 
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VPIUSPST30-22. 
a. In Base Year 2004, what was the average number of pieces delivered each 
day by city carriers on (i) foot routes, (ii) park and loop routes, and (iii) curbline 
routes? 

b. Your testimony at page 4 states that "[wlith increasing deliveries per route, 
carriers must transport and deliver more mail during the course of the day." 
(USPS-T-30. p. 4, 11. 15-16.) Please indicate the extent to which the volume of 
mail delivered by city carriers has changed since 1993, when "the Postal Service 
introduced delivery point sequencing (DPS) of letter shaped mail on automated 
mail processing equipment." (USPS-T-30, p. 2. II. 10-1 1 .) 

Response 

A. The Postal Service does not maintain statistics showing volume by route 

classification 

B. The Postal Service does not have a national system that shows delivered 

volume from 1993. I based the statement you have quoted from my testimony 

upon personal experience. However, the following volume data from Annual 

Reports and route data from the Address Management System illustrate the 

point. 

Docket No. R2005-1 



2362 

RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

VPIUSPST30-23. 
a. In Base Year 2004, what was the average weight of the pieces delivered each 
day by city carriers on (i) foot routes, (ii) park and loop routes, and (iii) curbline 
routes? 

b. Your testimony at page 4 states that "[a]dditionally. today's mail is bulkier than 
before, because customers receive more flat and package-shaped mail than they 
did in the 1980s." (USPS-T-30. p. 4 ,  11. 16-18.) Please indicate the extent to 
which the weight of mail delivered by city carriers has changed since 1990. 
VP/USPS-T30-21 

Response 

A and 8. The Postal Service does not maintain statistics showing the weight of 

mail delivered by route. I based the statement you have quoted from my 

testimony upon personal experience. However, the following Revenue, Pieces, 

and Weight system data from Annual Reports and route data from the Address 

Management System illustrate the point. 

Year I Weight 1 Routes 
1993 I 19.598.3 

2004 I 25.280.9 I 248.061 I 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

VPIUSPS-T30-24. 
In section 2.2 of your testimony (USPS-T-30, pp. 2-3), you discuss the practice of 
carriers taking mailer-sequenced mail directly to the street without in-office 
preparation. In addition to ECR and Nonprofit ECR Saturation mail, what other 
categories of sequenced mail do carriers take directly to the street? 

Response 

Carriers can take any sequenced mail directly to the street without prior in-office 

casing. To qualify for worksharing rates mailers prepare all carrier routed mail in 

either "walk sequence" or "line of travel" sequence. Carriers take those mailings 

and internally DPSed mail directly to the street 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
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VP/USPS-T30-25. 
The billing determinants for Base Year 2004 for ECR and Nonprofit ECR 
("NECR") Saturation mail show the following volumes (in millions): 

ECR I NECR I 1 
Commercial I Nonprofit I 

Letters I 2 783 I 661 I 
430 I 

1,117 I 13,790 

a. Of the total volume of 3,444 million Saturation letters, what was the volume or 
percentage of such letters that was taken directly to the street by city carriers in 
Base Year 2004? 

b. Of the total volume of 10,336 million Saturation nonletters. what was the 
volume or percentage of such nonletters taken directly to the street by city 
carriers in Base Year 2004? 

Response 

A and B. The Postal Service does not maintain statistics showing the volume of 

either letter or non-letter shaped Saturation mail carriers take directly to the street 

without casing 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

VPIUSPS-T30-26. 
a. Under what circumstances would carriers case unaddressed flats consisting of 
a host piece, sometime referred to as an "outer piece" or "wrap," plus several 
accompanying loose inserts within the host piece? 

b. If (or when) carriers were to case unaddressed flats, would they also case the 
accompanying Detached Address Label ("DAL"). or would that be redundant? 

c. Please describe all circumstances under which carriers would case Standard 
ECR "wraps," rather than (or in addition to) the accompanying DAL. 

d. To your knowledge, how often does it occur that carriers actually case the 
"wraps" instead of (or in addition to) the DAL? 

Response 

A. On Rural and Highway contract routes, carriers have significant discretion 

with regard to workmethods. Many rural and HCR carriers case both the 

detached address label and the unaddressed comoonent of detached address 

label mailings as a way to minimize the number of bundles they must work from 

on the street. Supervisors of City delivery routes should direct carriers to handle 

unaddressed components of detached address label mailings as a third bundle. 

B. Rural and Highway contract route carriers often case both the addressed and 

the unaddressed pieces of detached address label mailings as a way to minimize 

the number of bundles they must work from on the street. Where City carriers 

are limited in the number of bundles they can take directly to the street, 

SUDeNISOrS should direct those carriers to case the detached address label 

component and take the unaddressed flat components of detached address label 

mailings as a third bundle. 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

C. Rural and Highway Contract carriers have significant discretion regarding the 

workmethods they employ. Most Rural and Highway Contract carriers use 

workmethods that minimize the number of bundles they must work from while on 

the street, including casing either or both components of detached address label 

mailings. 

City carriers should not case the flat component of detached address mailings. 

Supervisors should direct City carriers to take those pieces to the street as an 

additional bundle. Where City carrier workrules limit the number of bundles 

those carriers can take directly to the street, supervisors should direct the 

carriers to case the detached address label component of a detached address 

label mailing and handle the flat component as a third bundle. 

D. Managers should not permit carriers to case the flat component of a detached 

address mailing so that they can take the letter-sized address label component 

directly to the street as a bundle. 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

VPIUSPS-T30-27. 

a. Does the Postal Service have any data or studies on the rate at which carriers 
are able to case "wraps" in vertical flat cases? If so, please provide. 

b. Does the Postal Service have any data or studies that indicate whether 
carriers can case "wraps" at the same rate as Standard ECR catalogs of similar 
weight and dimensions? If so, please provide. 

c. Does the Postal Service have any data or studies that indicate whether 
carriers can case "wraps" at the same rate as Periodicals of similar weight and 
dimensions? If so, please provide. 

d. Does the Postal Service have any data or studies that indicate whether 
carriers can case "wraps" at the same rate as Bound Printed Matter ("BPM") 
pieces of similar weight and dimensions? If so, please provide. 

Response 

A. B. C. and D. As in my response to VP/USPS-T30-7. I am unaware of any 

Postal Service studies or analyses focused on the casing rate for flats other than 

the studies provided in Docket C87-2 by witness Acheson and in Docket R90-1 

by witness Shipe. 
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VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

VPIUSPST30-29. 
a. Please describe how DALs and associated mailpieces are handled, cased, 
carried, and delivered on rural carrier routes. 

b. Please describe how rural carriers are compensated for handling and 
delivering DALs and accompanying unaddressed flats and parcels. As part of 
your answer, please indicate whether they are compensated for one or two 
pieces. 

c. Please describe how rural carriers are compensated for handling and 
delivering addressed ECR flats without DALs. 

d. Is the compensation that rural carriers receive for handling addressed flats 
without DALs equal to the compensation they receive for handling unaddressed 
flats with DALs? If not, please explain all differences. 

e. For rural carriers that use their own vehicles, how many separate "bundles" 
can the carrier accommodate within arm's reach in a typical vehicle used by rural 
carriers? 

Response 

A. Rural carriers have significant discretion with regard to the workmethods they 

employ. They determine, largely based upon the type of vehicle they use and 

their personal preference, the number of bundles into which they prepare their 

mail. Most Rural carriers employ workmethods that minimize the number of 

bundles they must work from while on the street and prepare all of their mail into 

one bundle for delivery. To do that when they have detached address label 

mailings, they case both components 

B. IF the DAL has a specific address, the route will be credited (during the mail 

count) for a letter-size piece (.0555 minutes per piece plus a strap out credit of 

.01428 minutes per piece). If the DAL is provided in DPS order, the route will be 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
VALPAK DEALERS ASSOCIATION 

credited with a DPS letter (.0333 minutes per piece). If the DAL is simplified 

address, the route will be credited with a boxholder for each piece ( 04 minutes 

per piece) The accompanying unaddressed piece, regardless of its size or 

shape, flat or parcel, will be credited as a boxholder (.04 minutes per piece) 

There will always be two credits provided, one for the DAL, one for the 

accompanying piece 

C. There is no difference in the compensation provided to a rural route between 

an addressed flat and an addressed ECR flat. Both are credited as flats ( . I  

minutes per piece plus a strap out credit of .01428 minutes per piece). Carriers 

may elect to handle an ECR flat mailing as a separate bundle. 

D. No. An addressed flat is credited at .1 minutes per piece (plus strap out 

,0142 minutes per piece); an unaddressed flat is credited as .04 minutes per 

Diece. 

E. Rural carriers have significant discretion regarding the number of bundles 

they handle. Because the Postal Service requires Rural carriers to provide a 

vehicle that is large enough to accommodate the normal mail volume on their 

route, vehicle size varies from route to route and there is no typical vehicle for 

rural carriers. The Postal Service provides vehicles similar to the vehicles used 

by City carriers to about 24% of all rural routes. 
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VP/USPS-T30-30. 
Please indicate whether city carriers case all or some DALs on all non-curbline 
delivery portions of their routes under the following facts: 

a. If the portion of a carrier's route that is curbline is 75 percent, would the carrier 
not sort the DALs for the curbline portion of the route? 

b. If the portion of a carrier's route that is curbline is 50 percent, would the carrier 
not sort the DALs for the curbline portion of the route? 

c. If the portion of a carrier's route that is curbline is 25 percent, would the carrier 
not sort the DALs for the curbline portion of the route? 

d. Please describe in detail all circumstances when carriers would not case DALs 
in the office. 

Response 

A, B, and C. Where City carriers serve sections of curbline deliveries on a route, 

they should take both components of detached address label mailings directly to 

the street for those sections 

D. Where carriers are not limited in the number of bundles they can take directly 

to the street, they should take sequenced mail, including the detached address 

label component of a detached address label mailing, directly to the street 

without casing it. Also, where the Delivery and Plant operations can coordinate 

the DPS processing of the detached address label component of a detached 

address label mailing, carriers would not case those pieces. 
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RESPONSES OF USPS WITNESS LEWIS TO INTERROGATORIES OF 
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VP/USPS-T30-31. 
Please assume that, on a particular day, a Destination Delivery Unit ("DDU") has 
no Standard ECR Saturation mailings of flats, but it has received one Standard 
ECR Saturation letter mailing, entered at the DDU, for delivery that day (or the 
next). 

a. If the DDU is among those that receive mail delivery point sequenced 
("DPS'd") from the processing and distribution center ("P&DC"). what is the 
likelihood that carriers on foot routes or park and loop routes will either (i) take 
the Saturation letter mailing directly to their routes as a "third" bundle; or (ii) sort 
the Saturation letters manually in the office; or (iii) send the Saturation letter 
mailing back to the PBDC to be DPS'd? Please explain your response and state 
whether the Postal Service has a relevant policy or practice. 

b. If the DDU is not one that receives mail in delivery point sequence ("DPS") 
from the P&DC. and does not have a Carrier Sequence Bar Code Sorter 
("CSBCS"), what is the likelihood that carriers on foot routes or park and loop 
routes will either (i) take the Saturation letter mailing directly to their routes as a 
"third" bundle, or (ii) sort the Saturation letters manually in the office? Please 
explain your response and state whether the Postal Service has a relevant policy 
or practice. 

Response 

A. Sorting the mailing with the DPS letters would be the preferred approach To 

do that, the Delivery and Plant operations must coordinate on a couple of issues. 

The delivery unit must ensure that the letter-shaped piece is compatible with 

automated processing. The delivery unit must determine that there is enough 

time to allow the plant to process and return the mailing for delivery within service 

commitments. If DPSing the mailing was not possible, where City carriers are 

not limited in the number of bundles, they should take the mailing directly to the 

street without casing it. Otherwise, they would case the mailing. 
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B. If DPSing the mailing was not possible, where City carriers are not limited in 

the number of bundles, they should take the mailing directly to the street without 

casing it. Otherwise, they would case the mailing. 
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RESPONSE OF UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE WITNESS LEWIS TO 
VALPAK INTERROGATORY REDIRECTED FROM WITNESS BRADLEY 

VPIUSPS-TI 4-7. 
Section 1.A of your testimony, at pages 1-2, criticizes the datedness of the data 
underlying the established model, and concludes by stating that "more recent 
data would be preferable" (p. 2, I. 21). Then, at page 59 (11. 11-14), Step 2 of your 
procedure for estimating the amount of cased ECR Saturation mail relies on data 
from a study by witness Shipe presented in Docket No. R90-1. 

b. Would you agree that carrier casing productivities may have changed with 
widespread adoption of vertical flats cases by city carriers? If not, please 
explain why not. 

Response 

B. Yes, I agree that carrier casing productivities may have changed with the 

widespread adoption of vertical flats cases by city carriers. Witness Shipe's 

R90-1 testimony articulates the expected effect of vertical flats casing. 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any additional 

cross-examination for witness Lewis? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: However, at this point I 

think I have something that needs to be put into the 

record. I have here a response to POIR 6 ,  Questions 

4 ( a )  and 4(b) which I will give to the reporter. 

If these questions were posed to you here 

today would they be the same as those you provided? 

THE WITNESS: Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I’m handing two copies tz 

the reporter. 

(The document referred t 3  was 

marked for identification as 

POIR 6, Question 4 ( a )  and 

4 ( b )  and was received in 

evidence. 1 

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

/ /  

I /  

/ /  

/ /  
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RESPONSE OF POSTAL SERVICE WlTNESS LEWIS 
TO POlR NO. 6,  QUESTION 4(a)-(b) 

4. This question addresses the practice of day-to-day adjustments in routes, 
which involve pivoting or off-loading volume to other carriers with under time. 

(a) Is this the same or similar to the process described by witness Lewis on 

(b) Please confirm that pivoting occurs regularly on city carrier routes and 
page 7, lines 13-16 of his USPS-T-30 testimony? 

provide an estimate of how frequently this process occurs in terms of the 
percent of routes affected on a typical day? 

RESPONSE: 

a) Yes 

b) Pivoting occurs regularly in delivery units with City carrier routes. The Postal 

Service does not maintain or track data showing instances where routes are 

pivoted 
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CHAIRMAN OMAS: That now brings us to oral 

cross-examination. Two participants have requested 

oral cross-examination: The Office of Consumer 

Advocate, Val-Pak Direct Marketing Systems, Inc. and 

Val-Pak Dealers Association, Inc. 

Before, Mr. Costich, you begin I'd just like 

to tell Mr. Olson, I would hope you would inform us if 

t h e  barter between counsel and you does not go well. 

MR. OLSON: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Costich, would you 

introduce yourself for the record, please? 

MR. COSTICH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I ' m  

Rand Costich for the OCA. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. COSTICH: 

Q Good afternoon, Mr. Lewis. 

A Hi. 

Q Could you turn to page 3 of your testimony 

and could you look at lines 13 through 16? 

A Okay. 

Q Here you say that adding bundles results in 

carriers retrieving mail from more sources when 

delivering mail on the street. Could you elaborate on 

why you thought that was important enough to put in 

your testimony? 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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A It‘s a different set of tasks than they were 

doing before and in my testimony I was talking about 

what’s changed since in the early 1980s in delivery. 

One of the things that’s changed is that we 

have put a lot more focus on taking mail directly to 

the street and working from bundles, and that you have 

more things you have to reference whenever you‘re 

working on the street as far as taking mail from them. 

It adds to the complexity and possibly adds 

to the time that it takes to actually do street 

delivery. I was trying to convey that in the 

testimony as one of the changes that’s happened. 

Q To the extent that adding bundles might 

increase the time that it took carriers to complete 

their routes did the - -  

A Well, to complete the street delivery. 

Q That’s one of the cost pools you’re 

referring to? Is that why you‘re arguing? 

A Well, just what I meant to say was it 

doesn’t necessarily change the amount of time it takes 

to complete their route, it just changes - -  it affects 

the street part of it. It should take much less time 

on the office portion of their route. 
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Q Okay. You were understanding me to be 

referring to both office and street time? 
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A (Nonverbal response.) 

Q Do you know whether the CCSTS collected data 

on the number of bundles that the sampled carriers 

carried with them? 

A I don’t. 

Q Could you turn to page 2 2 ?  In the middle of 

the page you’re describing what are called vertically 

improved mail deliveries, correct? 

A Uh-huh. 

0 In lines 6 ana 7 you say that VIM deliver.{ 

occurs in some high-rise, multi-tenant office 

buildings. Is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Does that mean that a VIM delivery would be 

a business delivery? 

A It could include business deliveries and 

probably in most instances it does, but I wouldn‘t say 

that if there were residential deliveries in a 

building that had a VIM method of delivery that the 

residential wouldn’t be delivered through the VIM. 

Q On line 6 you also say that there’s 

generally a mailroom associated with a VIM delivery. 

Is that correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Can you tell me where the word vertical 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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comes into all of this? 

A It‘s before my time. I ’ m  not sure where it 

comes in. I think probably as was described before 

that you’re talking about multi-floor buildings, but 

I’m not sure of the terminology vertically improved 

mail, what the source of that is. No. 

Q The description you give here is accurate 

you think? It generally involves a mailroom? 

A Yes. 

Q Could you look at your response to OCA 

Interrogatory No. T - 3 0 - 7 ?  

A Okay. 

Q Here, the OCA asked you for databases that 

might contain street work hours by date, by zip code 

Do you see that? 

A Yes. 

Q You responded that no national reporting 

system, other than 001s has delivered volume or street 

work hours by zip and date. Is that correct? 

A Volume and street hours, rather than or 

street hours. Yes. 

Q The question asked for volumes or street 

hours. Do you know of a Postal Service database that 

would contain street work hours by date, by zip? 

A Well, the time and attendance system would 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
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have an LDC that was street work hours and it‘s 

recorded by date. I’m not sure that it’s done by zip 

code. It’s probably more done by finance number. 

Q Could you explain why the database described 

by witness Stephens this morning would not fall within 

the description given in this interrogatory? 

A Which database was that? I’m not sure which 

one. 

Q 2004, )using scanning to develop times for 

another delivery study. 

A I have no knowledge of that study. 

Q When you received this interrogatory did you 

consult any of the other delivery team members as to 

how to respond? 

A My interrogatories were all run by people 

that work in operations in my office and my 

understanding of what witness Stephens‘ testimony this 

morning was is that they’ve collected some data, but 

that it’s not necessarily even organized into a 

database at this point, it was just data that was 

collected. 

My answer here is truthful from an 

operations perspective. 

database that has street times in it. 

We don‘t have any other 

Q So you were not aware of the data collection 
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that witness Stephens described this morning? 

A No. 

MR. COSTICH: No further questions, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Costich. 

Mr. Olson? 

MR. OLSON: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MU. OLSON: 

Q Mr. Lewis, welcome back. 

A Thank you. 

Q William Olson representing Dealers of Val- 

Pak Direct Marketing Systems and Val-Pak Dealers 

Association. I want to begin with your response to 

our Interrogatory No. T-30-1 if you can turn to that? 

A Yes. 

Q In the second sentence of that response you 

say the Postal Service does not maintain statistics 

identifying the routes where on street work rules 

strictly limit to three the number of bundles carriers 

take directly to the street, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q There are routes where the number of bundles 

is strictly limited aren’t there? 

A I’ve delivered routes like that. Yes. 
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Q Generally speaking, how are those routes 

identified? Let me ask you this. Let me put it 

another way. 

A The answer is they aren't. 

Q Well, the specific routes may not be, but 

let me ask you generally speaking, aren't foot routes 

limited in the number of bundles that can be taken on 

the street? 

A Generally, foot routes, their mail is 

prepared in the office and then relayed out to them. 

Like when I was in Chicago recently as a manager you 

have routes that are walk outs that serve high-rises 

that would have mail relayed out to them that would be 

in more than just three bundles or two bundles. 

They can have - -  as described in the 

testimony and interrogatories if there is sequenced 

mail that comes for that building it could come out as 

a separate bundle. 

Q Well, you say that and later in your 

response you say a carrier on a foot route who is 

delivering mail relayed to a high-rise mailroom may 

have more than three bundles for those deliveries, 

right? 

A Correct. 

Q So that would be true for those deliveries, 
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but for a foot route, if he doesn't have a high-rise 

mailroom for the other address points on the route 

those would be subject to the limitation on the number 

of bundles, correct? 

A Quite likely. 

Q So generally speaking, for foot routes would 

it not be true that all delivery points on foot routes 

would be subject to the strict limitation on the 

number of bundles you can take except for high-rise 

mailrooms? 

A If they're doing CBUs on a foot route, those 

you could take bundles out too. That was what I was 

trying to point out in this, that it's not as black 

and white as j u s t  saying foot routes are restricted 

It's more a function of the delivery territory than 

the classification of a route. 

There are foot routes probably that have no 

centralized delivery, no CBU kind of delivery and that 

would be restricted, but probably there are many of 

them that aren't completely restricted. It's more 

driven by the kind of delivery than the classification 

of the route. 

0 Well, what I'm trying to get at is some 

generalization - -  if there is one we can make - -  about 
foot routes and you've identified two exceptions. 
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Actually, in response to this interrogatory you use 

curbline deliveries as an exception to a park and loop 

route. You're talking about cluster boxes now. 

Let's just deal with foot routes. Other 

than the portions of their route that have a high-rise 

mailroom or a cluster box isn't it true that for the 

rest of their route they operate under a limitation on 

the number of bundles they can handle? 

A The same could be said for a park and 

loop ~~ 

Q Well, <we'll get to that in a second. Yes. 

A ~- or for a curbline that has deliveries 

that are other than curbline. That was why I didn't 

describe this with a generalization, because I think 

in generalizing you're going to miss the detail that 

from an operations perspective I thought was 

important. 

Q Well, I appreciate the details, but I also 

want to get some general information that we can use 

to understand what the norm is. For foot routes what 

you've told me 1 think is that they do operate under a 

limitation on the number of bundles unless they have 

one of these two exceptions: a high-rise mailroom or 

a cluster box of some sort. Would that not be a true 

statement? 
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A Yes. 

Q Is there any way to know the number of 

delivery points that fall in those two exceptions, one 

being high-rise mailroom and the other being cluster 

boxes of some sort? 

A Yes, but I couldn’t tell you the number of 

deliveries on foot routes necessarily and cut it like 

the foot routes that don’t have any of those as 

compared to the ones that do because the database 

isn’t set up to be able to give that information .which 

is why I thought it‘s a little bit difficult to use 

the generalization :hat says foot routes are precluded 

f r o m  taking more than three bundles. 

Q Do you know the answer with respect to all 

routes as to what percentage of the delivery points 

are high-rise mailrooms or cluster boxes? 

A I think in one of the other interrogatories 

that you had asked I provided that information. Yes. 

0 Do you recall the number of the 

interrogatory? 

A Look around 21, something like that. Many 

of the questions you asked really triggered things 

that I think would be important things for us to know 

and important ways for us to cut the data. It’s 

frustrating that we don’t have the data cut that way. 
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I can tell you the answer to this question 

and the answer to this question, hut I can’t combine 

them, okay? 

0 Is Interrogatory No. 2 1  the one where you - -  

A I think that’s the one. Yes. 

0 Where would that tell us in your response to 

Interrogatory No. 21 how many of the delivery points 

for all routes were either high-rise mailrooms or 

cluster boxes? 

A This actually talks about the way that AMs 

- -  let’s see. This has got possible deliveries by 

delivery mode and in this number probably the dismount 

and the other would be where you’d find the 

centralized. The data’s just - -  that’s why I was 

unable to give you that information when you asked in 

the earlier interrogatories 

It’s just not c u t  the way that it would seem 

like it would make sense to cut it. 

Q So am I correct in saying that for all mail 

routes that your response to Interrogatory No. 2 1  

doesn’t tell us about those delivery points that 

involve high-rise mailrooms or cluster boxes? 

A It doesn’t specifically break them out. No. 

Q Do you have any estimate for foot routes or 

for all routes, either one, the percentage of delivery 
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points that are either (a) high-rise mailroom; or (b) 

cluster box? 

A No. 

Q Let’s talk about park and loop routes. You 

identify one exception in your response to Val-Pak 1 

to the requirement of the on street work rules that 

strictly limit to three the number of bundles carriers 

take directly to the street. 

The exception you identify in the last 

sentence is a carrier serving a street of curbline 

deliveries may work for more than three bundles when 

delivering to that section of the route. Do you see 

that? 

A Uh- huh. 

Q That’s accurate? 

A Uh- huh. 

Q So do you have any estimate of the number of 

such curbline deliveries within park and loop routes? 

If you don’t that‘s okay, I just have to ask you. 

A No. That‘s the part that’s frustrating 

Probably from an operations perspective we should know 

that, but you know that’s not the way that the data’s 

cut at this point. Some of what I learned from your 

questions. 

Q Glad we’re providing a service. With 
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respect to park and loop, though, it is true that the 

general work rule is three bundles and no more, 

correct, with the exception of the curbline 

deliveries? 

A If on my route that’s classified as park and 

loop there’s garden apartments that have centralized 

deliveries the mail would go straight to the street 

for that section of the route. 

Again, it’s driven by not the classification 

of the route, but the kind of deliveries and if 

there’s enough deli-ieries in a section that warrants 

being able to break that out and take that straight to 

the street that’s what we would direct a carrier to 

do. 

Q So now we have two exceptions for park and 

loop. First, it’s curbline deliveries that’s in your 

response to our interrogatory and now you mentioned 

central delivery for garden apartments. Any other 

exceptions? 

A Sure. If they had C B U s ,  same thing. 

0 Cluster  boxes? 

A Correct. 

Q Anything else? 

A I think those are the three kinds of 

deliveries that don‘t require that you prepare the 
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mail in the office that you can work from more than 

one bundle, the idea being that the carrier is not 

walking from delivery point to delivery point. 

When they're walking from delivery point to 

delivery point they're constrained by the number of 

bundles that they can work from by our work rules. 

Q That constraint is no more than three 

bundles? 

A Correct. 

Q Those three bundles would be a DPS letter 

bundle, a cased letter flat bundle and a third bundle? 

A Correct. 

Q The third bundle would typically be a piece 

of saturation mail, either letter or flat? 

A Some kind of sequenced mail. In your 

discussion earlier we in operations, as Dennis said, 

don't look at the classification of mail. I pretty 

much know shapes and can tell if something is 

sequenced. Air mail is not flat, it comes sequenced a 

lot, right? Yeah. 

Q The statistics that you provide in response 

to - -  I didn't write down which interrogatory 

response, but maybe you'll recall it. The response 

where you identify the number of foot routes, and park 

and loop routes, and curbline and dismount routes, do 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  

1 

2 

3 

4 

i 
~ 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

20 

2 1  

22 

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  



2410 

you recall that? I think that’s your response. 

A It probably was. I think that’s also in 

Interrogatory No. 21 isn‘t it, or is that just 

possible deliveries? Yes. The second table of data 

in Interrogatory No. 21 there’s a historical trend of 

breakouts of routes. 

Q Yes. Thank you. That’s where it is. If 

you were to add these numbers up as I have - -  and I’ll 

ask you to accept this subject to check with, whatever 

that means - -  the foot routes plus the park and loop 

routes equal about something over 99,000 routes. Does 

it look about right? 

A It looks about right. 

Q The curbline and dismount routes are 

something over 64,000? 

A (Nonverbal response.) 

Q Yes? Shaking your head means yes. 

A Yes. 

Q So that‘s by my math about 61 percent are 

either foot routes or park and loop routes, the 

remaining being curbline or dismounts, okay? 

A (No response. 

Q Will you just accept that those numbers, 

those percentages are about right? 

A That‘s the math. Yes. 
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Q That’s all I’m asking. Now, you’ve got 

another category. What does the other category 

include? What types of routes are there other than 

foot, park and loop, curbline and dismount? Cluster 

box routes? 

A The donkey that takes the mail to the bottom 

of the Grand Canyon, boat routes, bicycle routes, you 

know? There’s a mish-mash of other kinds of routes 

that would have delivery on them. 

Q Those ax-e zonsidered city routes? 

A They could be I guess. That’s the answer I 

got from the AMs pe’2ple about what actually 

constitutes the other routes. I’m not sure what 

exactly is in the other routes. They’re other city 

routes. 

Q Are these city carrier routes, or rural 

routes or both? 

A These are city routes in this table. 

Q Including the others? 

A Right. That‘s the problem with the route 

classification that I was trying to reiterate in the 

answers about the kinds of deliveries is the 

classifications, I’m not sure cur data speaks to us so 

well as it did 15 years ago. 

Q If the other is a city route, though, you 
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might not include the Grand Canyon necessarily? 

A We have rural routes in Vienna. 

Q I know. I used to be in one in Oakton. 

Well, what I’m getting at is is it not generally true 

that curbline and dismount routes do not have a limit 

to require no more than three bundles? Is that true? 

A It’s not true. That a route is classified 

as curbline doesn’t mean that there aren’t sections of 

the route that the carrier carries as park and loop 

that would have that restriction. 

Q I understand now. So it really all devolves 

down to porticns of routes ~- 

A Correct. The classification 

Q ~- rather than the broader categorization of 

a route and to foot, park and loop, curbline and 

dismounts? 

A (Nonverbal response.) 

Q Okay. Yes. You have to audibly respond to 

the - -  

A I wasn‘t sure you asked a question, but the 

answer is yes. 

Q When I got to the end of those four ~- foot, 

park and loop, curbline and dismount are the broader 

categories and you’re saying it‘s the function on each 

of those routes that could be where the work rule 
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applies or does not apply, right? 

A The types of deliveries. Yes. 

Q So the exception to or the types of delivery 

points where the work rules would apply could also 

occur in curbline and dismount? In other words, if a 

curbline route or a dismount route had a - -  what do 

you call them - -  high-rise mailroom then the rule 

would not apply there, but if they had a walking 

portion it would apply there? 

A Correct. 

Q Now, having finally gotten to this point is 

there any estimate of the number of delivery points 

for all routes or any section of these routes where a 

carrier is restricted in the number of bundles he or 

she can carry? 

A In the AMS data we would have the categories 

of or we would be able to have count of the kinds of 

deliveries that should not be encumbered by this work 

rule. Yes. 

Q Were you able to access that data to respond 

to our questions? 

A This is what I could get from AMs that I 

could trust. I think we need to go back and get 

better information from the way that they put their 

data together. I think it would be useful for us 
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operationally. I learned that trying to come up with 

ways of describing this for you in the 

interrogatories. It's frustrating. 

MR. OLSON: I guess I'd say, Mr. Chairman, 

if it's possible for the Postal Service to develop a 

better response to the question as to what percentage 

of the delivery points, either on different categories 

of routes or all routes that are subject to the third 

bundle restriction that would be very important 

information for the record as far as we were concerned 

and we'd request that information. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: I thought I j u s t  heard the 

witness say that he didn't necessarily think that the 

data would be reliable, but maybe the witness could 

speak to that some more. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Lewis? 

THE WITNESS: We're meeting with AMs on 

trying to redefine the information we can get out of 

their database so that it does speak to more of these 

issues. Part of that was me raising my hand about 

these are legitimate questions, I can't get answers 

from programmers that work in Memphis. 

I'm not sure that if you asked for this 

information in two weeks I can get it in two weeks. 
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It‘s something that we’ll have to work on the design 

of their database with them. 

MR. OLSON: No. I fully understand the 

lateness of response on some interrogatories and such 

has been out of the control of the witness 

THE WITNESS: I was pounding my head against 

the wall. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Do you think we can try and 

see if we can get that information? 

THE WITNESS: I would try. Yes, sir. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: Well, I ’ m  perfectly willing 

to do that. If he’s saying it can’t be done within 

two weeks 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Could you give us a 

timetable at least? 

THE WITNESS: Okay. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: I’d be appreciative. 

Mr. Olson? 

MR. OLSON: Thank you. I look forward to 

receiving that. Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Okay 

BY MR. OLSON: 

Q Mr. Lewis, I want to ask you about mailings 

with DALs and get some information about that. You 
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may have heard me ask a few questions about DALs.  

When you have a mailing of unaddressed flats with 

detached address labels isn’t it true that the DALs 

come to the delivery unit presorted by line of travel? 

A I’m not sure whether it’s walk sequence of 

line of travel. They generally come with some kind of 

sequence to them. Yes. 

Q Are you someone who could tell me the 

difference between walk sequence and line of travel? 

A I think that what we give to mailers for 

them to walk sequence is a different file and that the 

line of travel what it does is take address ranges and 

do an up the even and down the odds. That would be 

the line of travel, and that’s our mailers’ best 

notion of how something would be delivered as compared 

to a walk sequence. 

I think we give them a different file for 

that. I’m not positive, but that’s my understanding 

of the differences. One is computed pretty much by 

block face and up and even and down and odd kind of a 

basis. They come different on the labels. 

There’s LOT and there’s WS, and we look at 

them in operations to see which they are, and have an 

idea of how a particular mailer prepares the mailing 

and use that about the decision of whether you flip 
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through and see if it can be taken straight to the 

street or not. 

Q Which of those if you know is required now 

of ECR saturation mailings? 

A I deliver them, I don’t do classification. 

Q I accept that. Thank you. Let’s stick with 

that illustration of the unaddressed flats and the 

DALs . 

If the DALs are sequenced - -  walk sequenced 

or line of travel -~ and there‘s a pile of unaddressed 

flats that are to go with it, the host piece - -  1 

believe one of the witnesses before used that term 

then if the carriers were to take both of those pieces 

to the street would that be counted as one bundle or 

two bundles? 

A From an operations perspective if they’re 

taking both of them to the street and you’re talking 

about would this be one bundle or two bundles from a 

work rule perspective the question wouldn’t come up. 

If I ’ m  working on a route that is constrained in the 

number of bundles I can only do one bundle. 

If you‘re talking about a route that has 

deliveries where I can take mail straight to the 

street I guess you would call it two bundles. We 

don‘t count bundles so much. 
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Q Well, let’s just go back to the first half 

of your answer which had to do with the routes that 

are constrained to take only three bundles. I ’ m  j u s t  

asking if it’s considered one bundle to have the 

unaddressed flats and the addressed line of travel or 

walk sequence DALs so that is the third bundle, the 

combination of the two under the work rule? 

A No. You would either have the bundle that’s 

letter-shaped or the bundle that‘s flat-shaped which 

is why where we’re r-estricted in the number of bundles 

they generally case the letter-shaped piece 

(2 So on a route that’s restricted and it 

already had a bundle of DPSed letters, and vertical 

flat case letters and flats it would not be 

permissible to take uncased DALs along with those 

unaddressed flats? Is that what you‘re saying? 

A I could not require a carrier to take a 

bundle of DALs and the flat bundle. No. 

Q So for that purpose it would be considered 

two different bundles? It would get you up to a 

fourth bundle which would be impermissible, right? 

A Correct. 

Q So is that one of the main reasons that DALs 

are cased? To avoid that requirement? 

A That should be the only reason. 
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Q If you're dealing with a route where the 

third bundle limitation does not apply however and 

they can take let's say four bundles they  could take 

the DPSed letters, the VFC mail, the DALs in LOT or WS 

and the unaddressed flats then, correct? 

A Correct. 

Q Could you look at your response to ouz 

Interrogatory No. 2. I promise I'm not going to go 

through all 30 of them like this. In this question 

we're talking about the curbline and dismount routes 

In a curbline r3ute the carrier by definition is in a 

ve h i c 1 e , co r r e c t ? 

A Yes. 

Q If it's a city route is it always a postal 

vehicle? 

A No. 

Q It could be a private vehicle, or is that a 

contract route or what would that be? 

A Could be a private vehicle, could be a 

leased vehicle. Generally, they're postal vehicles. 

Q If they're in a postal vehicle how many 

trays can be accommodated in that vehicle? 

A I'm not sure there's any restriction in the 

number of trays that will fit in an LLV. 

Q Well, I don't mean in the backs or the extra 
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mail, but I’m thinking of the carrier working the mail 

and doing curhline deliveries. He or she would 

presumably have the DPS letters, the VFC mail, the 

DALs, the unaddressed flats within reach that you can 

take one off each pile and deliver it? 

A Uh-huh. Generally, it’s two or three trays 

that are right. there next to the carrier. 

Q Well, would there not have to be room for 

more than two or three? Wouldn‘t there have to be 

under my scenario room for four trays? 

A No. 

Q What. am I missing? 

A When I’m doing Pine Street and I’m preparing 

the mail to go out I put all the different mail for 

Pine Street in a tray together. Spruce Street would 

be in the tray right behind Pine Street together. The 

bundles I’m taking directly to the street, I could set 

them with the other mail that goes for a particular 

section. 

Q Forgive me. I just don’t know this. Are 

you saying that the carrier integrates the DPSed 

letters with the VFC mail prior to going on the 

street? 

A Generally, the DPS mail is going to be in 

sequence and I could have a couple of trays of DPS 
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mail or just have one and when I run out of mail for 

that tray bring a new tray up, but more flats. If the 

issue is the mail that’s going to the street, the 

cased mail and any bundles that I would take I can 

pull down a street, take the bundles and have them in 

the same tray 

That‘s how I did it. It’s a housekeeping 

thing, you know? How do I keep all the mail that I’m 

working at the same time close enough that I can work 

from the trays. That’s some of what‘s complicated by 

bundles that Mr. Costich was asking me about. It’s a 

little bit more complicated than it was back in the 

day. A bundle of letters and a bundle of flats, but 

we do a lot of it every day. 

Q So are you saying when you would pull down 

from the vertical flats case you would put that behind 

the deliveries for each delivery point or at least 

each street 

A Generally, you p u l l  down streets or sections 

of a route. Yes. 

Q Well, let me go back to my original question 

which was physically in the Postal Service vehicle how 

much room is there, how many different trays can be 

arrayed within reach of a driver making delivery? 

A You can probably have about this much room 
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with a little bit less depth. That’s two or three 

trays unless I put them on top of each other. 

Q Like 24 inches or 30 inches let’s say? 

A Thirty, 36 inches. Yes. 

Q Of length of tray? 

A Yes. Width I was - -  

Q The width? 

A Yes. Trays laying like that. 

a So you’re indicating three or so trays 

within that available width? 

A Yes. 

Q So there is a constraint on a vehicle as to 

how many trays and that’s about what you think it 

typically is? 

A Right, but if I have say parcels for this 

section of my route, when I’m reloading the shelf next 

to me I can put the parcels as long as they‘re not 

blocking my vision and then I can, you know if I have 

small packages, or accountables or something - -  I 

mean, I ‘ m  not restricted to only working out of trays. 

There’s space in between the trays, space in 

between the bundles. 

Q With the exception of parcels which I 

understand you’re basically dealing with room for 

three trays in a typical vehicle. Is that correct? 
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A Yeah. 

Q Let’s jump all the way to Interrogatory No 

T-30-26. In all three answers you have similar 

language where you say, like in (a), second line, many 

rural and HCR - -  meaning highway contract route I 

guess - -  carriers case both the detached address label 

and the unaddressed component of the detached address 

label mailings as a way to minimize the number of 

bundles they must work from on the street, correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Then you have similar clauses in your 

responses to (b) and (c). Do you see those? 

Beginning of (b) and it’s the second paragraph of fc) 

A I tried to write the answers so that they 

were each standalone. 

Q No. It’s excellent answers. I‘m just 

trying to clarify that it’s in each of these 

responses. Here’s my question. I don’t understand I 

guess why rural and highway contract routes would see 

their carriers casing the DALs and the unaddressed 

components to minimize the number of bundles if the 

number of bundles that they had was a problem. 

Why would they need to minimize the number 

of bundles? That’s my question. 

A It’s a completely different management 
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process with a contract or a rural carrier than with a 

city carrier. Both of them are like piece work. You 

know, if somebody bids onto a highway contract route 

how ever long it takes them they get that much and 

with a rural carrier you get the evaluation of the 

route. 

With the city carrier I pay them by the 

hour, so they might have work rules that work better 

fs3r them. With city carriers we prefer to have work 

rules that minimize costs, so we'll take bundles 

directly to the street because overall that reduces 

the amount of time it takes to finish an assignment 

With the rural carrier I'm not so worried 

about how long it takes them to finish their 

assignment as long as they stay within their 

evaluation for the year and stay within the FLSA 

rules. Both of these two kinds of dslivery also 

involve a much higher percentage of people using their 

own vehicles. 

If I'm using my own private vehicle I don't 

have a shelf set up and a system set up for being able 

to work in the vehicle like with a city delivery 

carrier who's got a postal vehicle. So they do it for 

those two reasons and they'll spend more time 

preparing the mail in the office so they can get 
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finished quicker on the street because it’s more 

convenient for them. 

They can get done quicker with the street 

portion of their delivery. Both of them are generally 

delivering in probably a higher percentage of curbline 

deliveries. Like, for a rural carrier delivering mail 

along a trafficked road, they want to minimize the 

time that they’re out sticking mail out a window as 

compared to with a city carrier where that isn’t so 

much an issue. 

Q That’s very helpful. Thank you. Turn to 

(c) however because rural and highway contract 

carriers are different, but your response here in that 

second paragraph goes back to city carriers and it 

contrasts the two and that’s what I want to focus on. 

You say city carriers should not case the 

flat component of the detached addressed mailing. 

Supervisors should direct city carriers to take those 

pieces to the street as an additional bundle. I want 

to understand the basis of that statement as to why 

they should do it that way, why they should not case 

the flat component of DALs. What’s the reason for 

that shou ld?  Time? Money? Work constraints? 

A The time that they spend casing it we have 

to pay them for. 
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Q Your point being that it's - -  

A It's not necessary to case it, so we 

shouldn't pay them to do something that's not 

necessary to do. 

Q Even though it might take some additional 

time on the streets to deliver the third bundle? 

A It takes less additional time on the street 

to work from an additional bundle than it would take 

to case the mail and avoid having that bundle. 

Q Are there Postal Service policies or rules 

which state that? Is that what you've just said, that 

the preference is to take something as a third bundle 

if it can be taken as a third bundle or is that just 

common knowledge among all carrier supervisors? 

A I ' m  trying to think if there's - -  I'm sure 

that it's in writing in places. Yes. 

Q Nothing you can think of offhand, though? 

A (No response. ) 

Q It's okay. 

A We did a significant amount of training when 

we did the delivery point sequencing and talked about 

bundles. A s  I mentioned in my testimony, there's been 

a lot of communication about bundles. I was trying to 

think of some specific landmark kind of memo that says 

that and I can't think of a specific landmark memo, 
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but I think you could ask any city delivery supervisor 

and they would tell you that. 

Q I just skipped one question, let me see if I 

can skip another. If a supervisor of a city carrier 

saw that there were two ECR saturation mailings, let’s 

deal with addressed flats - -  catalogs, for example - 

and another mailing to go out that day would be a 

saturation letter - -  like, for example Val-Pak’s mail 

You’re familiar with what Val-Pak sends? 

A We got some the other day and my wife and I 

were eagerly going through it. 

Q Bless you. 

A Thank you. 

Q In that situation with the addressed flat 

catalogs and the Val-Pak mailing or any other ECR 

saturation letter-shaped mailing what would the 

supervisors instruct the carriers as to which mailing 

should go to the street as an extra bundle? 

A Well, if you went through it the first thing 

I’d do as a supervisor is see if I couldn’t send the 

letters back and get them to come back in DPS. That 

would be my first thing. Then, if I couldn’t do that 

and I had to take both of them out by doing something 

myself I’d look at whether I could defer one as 

compared to taking both of them. 
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If I end up having to take both of them at 

the same time I would think that the productivity for 

casing the letters would be better than the 

productivity for casing the flats, so I would have 

them case the letters and take the flats to the 

street. 

That's the way that we would like for people 

to think through that. The preference is to have to 

case nothing. 

Q Typically, the supervisor would not leave 

that to the discretion of the carrier, but to tell 

them that's a better way to do it? 

A Correct. 

0 Let me ask you a question about carriers 

that have no limitations on the number of extra 

bundles. 

When they receive a DAL mailing this time - -  

not a flat catalog, but a DAL together with a flat 

unaddressed piece ~- this is a no restriction route 

we're talking about or a portion of a route as you 

taught me before, would the supervisors likely 

instruct them to take the DALs themselves as an extra 

bundle as well as the flats? 

A Y e s .  

Q If they didn't take them as an extra bundle 
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would they case them or DPS them? In other words, go 

through the same decision tree you just did for 

letters versus catalogs and help me understand how a 

carrier’s supervisor would handle a DAL mailing. 

Would you prefer to have them have the DALs 

DPSed? Would you prefer to have them cased? Would 

you prefer to bring them on the street as opposed to 

the fourth bundle, or fifth bundle, or whatever it 

would be that day? 

A If I have a DAL mailing that comes in and i 

don‘t have routes that have restrictions on being able 

to take the bundles to the street I would send both 

pieces out to the street and have them deliver them as 

additional bundles 

Q Is there ever any practical constraint on 

the number? Could you have eight separate bundles in 

a curbline route? 

A We don‘t usually. A lot of times people who 

are giving us mailings know when their competitors’ 

mailings are coming and our marketing people try and 

work with them so that - -  they often try and have mail 

come into somebody’s house prior to a sale or prior to 

a weekend and we generally are able to coordinate days 

so that I ’ m  not hit with more bundles than I can 

actually effectively handle out on the street. 
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They‘re pretty sensitive to how our 

operations work. They don’t want to take the chance 

that their mail is not going to get delivered on a 

date that they want it to be delivered. So a lot of 

that get’s coordinated. 

The hypothetical that you pose, you know, I 

could get stuck like that by not managing my inventory 

and my delivery unit and be stuck with a bunch of 

mailings, but generally, the mailings don’t come to me 

that way. I ’ m  not given that problem to try and 

solve. 

Q If there were a problem on a given day where 

there were a lot of bundles or the next day, f o r  

example, would the tendency be to want to D P S  the DALs 

or to manually case them? You said the letters would 

be DPSed. 

A We have issues making the DALs run on 

automation. They generally are not thick enough 

cardstock that they’ll go through a machine twice 

without damaging some portion of them and the mailers 

see that as something important to them, that piece of 

mail they put advertising on and stuff. 

They want that delivered with the flat 

that’s associated with it. So we are still working 

through how you can get to where you can process D A L s .  
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We have something out now that talks about you have to 

know that it‘s an appropriate thickness, we want it to 

be barcoded before it comes to a delivery unit. 

So we don’t want people sending back stuff 

that‘s not barcoded. That’s another operation through 

a machine and more opportunity to screw up a mailer’s 

mailing. Mostly DPS and DAL is not something we 

encourage at this point. 

I don‘t think that the DALs come, the 

addressed piece comes in good enough stock that we can 

be sure that we’re get the mail or all their stuff 

delivered the way it’s supposed to. If I’m in a 

delivery unit what I’m more likely to do if I’m stuck 

with a bunch of them is case the address pieces and 

collate the flat pieces. 

What hurts me is having to handle flats. 

That hurts worse than trying to case the letter-shaped 

pieces. 

Q What does collate mean? I‘m sorry. 

A I’ve got two stacks and I take one off of 

each one, one off of each one, one off of each one. 

Don‘t case them into a case. I don’t need to go 

through. I can collate more productively than I can 

case, so I take these mailings and turn them into one- 

third bundle that has a couple of flat pieces instead 
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of just one flat piece, for example. 

Q DALs are not required to be barcoded 

currently, correct? 

A I don’t know. I think probably not. 

Q Well, you were just saying about how it 

would be better if they were barcoded because they 

wouldn’t have to be OCRed and reduce the risk of ~- 

A Which is why I think they’re probably not 

because we wouldn’t have sent the memo out like that 

if they were required to be, but I’m not a 

classification guy. 

Q Was the memo to mailers or to - -  

A Our operations people. 

Q It’s having to do with how to process DALs 

generally? 

A Trying to put some definition around if this 

is something you think you want to do, what the 

requirements ought to be. Trying to get them to think 

through what’s the right way to handle this if you 

w a n t  to t r y  processing them. 

We don‘t see a whole lot of success in 

processing DALs on machines yet. 

Q Y e t  meaning until the cardstock is improved, 

for example, and barcodes added and whatever else? 

A Well, I say yeah because I think we’ll get 
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to that working with mailers on improving the 

cardstock, and the barcoding and stuff. I don't think 

we' re there yet. 

Q Have you seen barcodes on DALs to your 

knowledge? 

A Me personally, I couldn't say that I have. 

I may have. It's not something that I remember 

seeing. 

Q In response to one of our interrogatories, 

it was 14(b), you said that DALs are sometimes run 

through OCRs to put barcodes on, correct? That does 

happen sometimes? 

A Yes. That's the only way you'll get a 

barcode on them, if it came without a barcode. 

Q Unless it was prebarcoded? 

A Right. 

Q You don't have any estimate of how many of 

those occur I take it? 

A No. I think it's got to be a pretty small 

number at this point. 

Q My last questions involve your answer to 

Interrogatory No. 31. In response to (a) you talk 

about sorting. The mailing with the DPSed letters 

would be the preferred approach. The question had to 

do with both ECR saturation letters and ECR saturation 
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flats and I just want to clarify which you were 

talking about as you responded? 

I don‘t know if the question was artfully 

worded. That‘s our problem. You talk about sorting 

an ECR saturation letter mailing I assume on DPS 

equipment. That’s what you’re referring to in the 

beginning of your response? 

A Let me read the question and the answer. 

Your question talks about a letter mailing, that’s why 

I assumed it was a letter mailing. If you were going 

to D P S  it it would be on a barcode sorter or to D P S .  

Right. 

Q So what you‘re saying is totally consistent 

with what you just said a few minutes ago, that in 

your decision tree on a standard ECR saturation letter 

that one of the first things you think of is sending 

it back to the plant to be DPSed, correct? 

A That’s the cheapest way for me to get it 

delivered. Yes. As long as that’s not going to 

impact a service commitment that’s what we expect 

managers to do. 

Q It’s the cheapest part of that comment you 

just made that I‘m going to focus on because I’m 

trying to figure out how we know that. We’ve talked 

about the significant cost savings that come from not 
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manually casing a saturation mailing and taking it 

directly to the street and there must be cost savings 

by not DPSing mail. Isn’t that true? 

If you DPS it you’re incurring a cost per 

piece aren’t you? 

A Something that happens in the plant. Y e s .  

Q So if you have the opportunity to take those 

saturations letters out of the third bundle and avoid 

all the DPS costs wouldn’t that be desirable? Why is 

the first ching you‘re thinking of in your decision 

tree DPSing? 

A I maybe was a little less than complete in 

talking about that it’s the cheapest, but it’s also 

probably the easiest for us from an operational 

perspective. 

I already have a D P S  bundle, and the cased 

letter, and flat bundle and introducing an additional 

bundle and taking away what if I needed to use an 

additional bundle for a mailing that came, if I had 

the service window to be able to send something back 

that’s what I would do just because then if I did get 

something that showed up that had to be taken out I 

wouldn’t be forced to have to case this stuff. 

It‘s also what carriers are the most 

familiar with and it‘s easier for them to handle two 
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bundles, so that’s the reason I would do that. It 

probably is the cheapest, but I’m not sure if like you 

say it would be cheaper than just sending it straight 

to the street. 

Sending it straight to the street has some 

inconvenience and contingency things associated with 

it as well that would lead me to say send it back to 

the plants and put it into D P S .  Understand that? 

Q I think. Some of the contingency factcrs 

are that there could be, for example, another 

saturation flat mailing ~- 

A Correct. 

Q - -  that you‘d want to take to the street 

more than you‘d want to take an ECR saturation letter 

mailing to the street, correct? 

A Correct. Today I’m looking at my mail for 

tomorrow, but tomorrow the plant miqht find something 

that‘s committed f o r  tomorrow that should have been 

here at the same time. I always prefer to leave 

myself some contingency. That’s why I would send it 

back. That’s what I have in thinking it through this 

answer. 

Q You used the word cost or  cheaper OL 

something, I wasn’t sure I heard exactly what you 

said. Were you saying that DPSing it you thought was 
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still cheaper than taking it out of the third bundle? 

A No, I don't. I think you're correct that it 

probably is cheaper to not send it back and process it 

and then go through the process of delivering it. 

Operationally, I think it's probably cleaner or I 

would prefer as an operations manager to send it back. 

Q Just as a final question, have you ever seen 

any cost estimates, perhaps not what you work with 

routinely but having to do with taking letters out as 

a third bundle versus DPS'ing them? 

A No. I'm trying to think now. We sometimes 

get the information that gets presented in rate cases, 

but I don't know that we drive operational decisions, 

some of the breakouts by classification because we 

don't see classes of mail; we see shapes of mail, and 

it's harder for an operations manager to associate by 

classes of mail what costs are. We shape a lot more. 

MR. OLSON: I've had every question 

answered, and I'm very grateful. Thank you. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you, Mr. Olson. 

Are there any other - -  Mr. Costich? 

MR. COSTICH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. If I 

could follow up a little bit. 

/ /  
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CROSS-EXAMINATION 

BY MR. COSTICH: 

Q Mr. Lewis, I believe you said that the in- 

office productivity for casing letters is higher than 

it is for flats. Did I hear that? 

A Yes. 

Q Would that also be the case on the street? 

A For? 

Q Well, I’m thinking of, say, the centralized 

delivery where it looks almost like a case. Would you 

expect it to take more time to get a flat into some of 

those receptacles than a letter? 

A I think, yes. 

MR. COSTICH: Thank you. No further 

questions. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Ms. Goldway? 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Thank you. 

Your discussion with Mr. Olson covered some 

of the concerns that I had raised earlier about the 

fact that there clearly are management decisions made, 

at least at the supervisory level, about how to handle 

the third or fourth bundle. My concern is that there 

seems to be more discretion exercised by a supervisor 

in determining the handling of standard mail and ECR 

saturation mail than there is first-class mail. 
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First-class mail, you've got to do it. You've got an 

obligation; it goes through the system as quickly as 

you can. 

But there are options for saturation mail, 

standard mail in terms of when it's delivered, whether 

you hold it back, whether you send it back to DPS, 

whether you ask a mail carrier to collate it or to 

carry it in four bundles. Where is the time and the 

cost of that supervision measured in the cost system 

for letter carriers in office? 

THE WITNESS: I'm sure someone can tell you 

where that is. We track supervisor hours by LDCs, 

labor distributlon codes, and supervisor hours would 

be in LDC 20, but where they fit in with the costing 

systems, I don't know. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Those codes show that 

they have been working on bulk mail and standard mail 

as opposed to - -  

THE WITNESS: No. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: - -  just mail sorting. 

No. 

THE WITNESS: It would be just operations. 

Correct. I'm not sure where you would find that in 

the costing data. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: I think that's a real 
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issue I’m concerned about because it seems to me that 

we have questions about what the ultimate costs for 

bulk mail and standard mail, and this discussion 

you’ve had with Mr. Olson raises some concerns I have 

about that. I guess I’ll have to ask my staff to see 

if they can find out any more out about that. 

Just a question for you in general about all 

of these issues: You indicate that because of 

delivery-point sequencing and better automation and 

motorization, that the in-office time for letter 

carriers has been reduced overall. They have more 

time on the street, less time sorting mail. Is that 

what you’re saying? 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So f that’s the 

case, why aren’t deliveries earlier n the day? 

THE WITNESS: Earlier delivery is a big 

issue with us from a management perspective, from a 

customer perspective, from a labor perspective, and 

it‘s one of the challenges that are senior managers 

are pushing on us a lot, trying to move carrier start 

times earlier. But you have to look at operations as 

a cycle, and delivery starts where mail processing 

leaves off. I can‘t schedule people to come to work 

and not have enough mail to keep them productively 
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busy through the course of their eight-hour day, so I 

need to schedule whenever I’ve got mail in the office. 

One of the things that - -  how can I explain 

this? ~- one of the things that happened when we 

started doing automation, because so much of our focus 

was on the incoming side of operations, doing all of 

the incoming secondary sequencing of mail for the 

carriers, and so forth, is that window expanded. When 

I started carrying mail, we would start at 6 o’clock 

in the morning. Carriers in the same office probabl;. 

start closer to 8 o’clock now in order to get more - t  

the processing done 

What we‘ve tried to do is put more focus 511 

the outgoing part of the mail, and some of the newer 

equipment that we’re getting get us out of outgoing 

operations earlier so you can start the incoming 

operations earlier and get the mail into the carrier 

offices earlier. But I think it’s a function of when 

the mail is available that’s caused us to push carrier 

start times later, and we‘re working to push that 

back. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So all of this 

automation in processing of the mail actually has 

created a system where the mail comes to the delivery 

unit later in the morning, you’re saying. So is it 
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taking more time? 

THE WITNESS: There is very much less mail 

that a carrier actually has to case, and the mail that 

they have to case is usually mail - -  it's the stuff 

that relects off the last operation. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So the mail has been 

processed more 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: So when it comes in 

at eight instead of coming in at six, it should gnl:; 

take him two hours when it may have taken him foLr 

before. 

THE WITNESS: Yes. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: He still should be 

getting out and delivering - -  

THE WITNESS: Close to the same time in the 

morning, but we're putting a lot more focus on the 

kind of equipment we use on the outgoing so that 

instead of having to handle something twice or three 

times to get it on a truck or an airplane to go 

someplace, you can get it done in one pass through or 

two passes, an opening and a sorting pass, and we're 

trying to move the operating window back to before 

midnight to be finished with outgoing as compared to 

now, probably it's 1 o'clock or 2 o'clock before you 
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get out of outgoing operations. 

That’s the dynamic. You have to look at 

operations as a whole 24-hour process, not just the 

eight to 12 hours of delivery operations. What we do 

isn’t real complicated until you start trying to 

integrate all of the pieces of it. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: Okay. Then I have a 

couple of other sort of intuitive questions here for 

your comments 

In looking at the impacts of these volume 

variability scudies and what the difference is with 

the proposed measurement standard versus the old one, 

it looks like you say that there is a lot more cost in 

handling single-piece letters on the street, and i 

don‘t quite get that because the cost, it seems to me, 

is in the office when they are cased, but once they 

are on the street, you know, they are the first part 

of the stack, and they are sort of the marker. They 

are the easy things to put in the mailbox 

It’s the bulk mail that may or may not have 

discretion, as you describe it. It‘s the flats that 

are awkward to put in the mailbox. Why is it that 

this new system seems to have increased the 

measurement costs for single-piece letters? DO you 

have an answer for that one? 
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THE WITNESS: I don’t. I don’t get so much 

into the costing. I don’t - -  

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: But don’t you think 

that handling single-piece letters on the street is 

pretty easy? Isn’t that the easiest part? 

THE WITNESS: I’m not sure how that relates 

to the costing models, is my dilemma. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: When you have a 

letter carrier on the street, - -  

THE WITNESS: Right. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: - -  and he’s got his 

mail, and he’s corning through, the first-class letters 

seem to me the ones, when he is taking them from the 

truck, are the easiest ones to then stick in the 

mailbox and the most readily marked as belonging in a 

particular mailbox. Am I intuitively incorrect? 

Wouldn‘t you agree? 

THE WITNESS: As an operations manager and 

knowing, as I was saying, we look at things by shape, 

the letter-shaped mail seems to be the easiest to 

handle to me. I ’ m  not sure how the costing people 

take all of that apart and put it back together again. 

I’m not sure what all goes into costs for different 

kinds of mail. I don’t do that. 

COMMISSIONER GOLDWAY: All right. Thank 
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you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Any other follow-up? 

(No response. 1 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting, would you like 

some time with your witness? 

MR. KCETTING: I think I would like a couple 

of minutes, Mr. Chairman, perhaps five minutes. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Five minutes, you’ve got 

Thank you. 

(Whereupon, at a 3 : 2 7  p.m., a brief recess 

was taken.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Mr. Koetting? 

MR. KOETTING: The Postal Service does have 

one brief line of redirect, Mr. Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Proceed. 

REDIRECT EXAMINATION 

BY MR. KCETTING: 

Q Mr. Lewis, do you recall, in your last 

conversation with Commissioner Goldway, she was 

discussing the differences in delivery costs between 

first-class mail and other kinds of mail, and you were 

replying in terms of the delivery cost of different 

shapes of mail, letters versus flats? Do you recall 

that conversation? 

A Yes, I do. 

Heritage Reporting Corporation 
( 2 0 2 )  6 2 8 - 4 8 8 8  



8 

3 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

1 9  

2 0  

2 1  

22  

2 3  

2 4  

2 5  

2 4 4 6  

Q And that conversation was in terms of the 

delivery cost. Correct? 

A Yes. 

Q Are carriers involved in activitles other 

than delivering mail? 

A Yes. The whole collections process that 

carriers are involved with as well. 

MR. KOETTING: That's all we have, Mr. 

Chairman. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Is there any follow-up? 

(No response. ) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: There being none, Mr. Lewis, 

that concludes your testimony here today. We 

appreciate your contribution to our record, and you're 

now excused. 

THE WITNESS: Thank you. 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: Thank you 

(The witness was excused.) 

CHAIRMAN OMAS: This concludes today's 

hearings. We will reconvene tomorrow morning at nine 

thirty when we will receive testimony from Postal 

Service Witnesses Pafford, Smith, and Kelley. Thank 

you and have a nice evening. 

/ /  

/ /  
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